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Preface This study has been in the making for many years. My discovery of and the first interest in the natural law writings of Samuel Pufendorf (1632-94) in general and his writings on political economy in particular goes back more than 30 years.   When I started my studies at the University of Oslo in 1962, I had a hard time to decide whether I should embark on a study programme in economics or a programme in history, but after some contemplation economics became my field.1 Although I enjoyed my studies it was a disappointment that there were no elective courses, and apparently very little interest among the staff in economic history or history of economic thought.   As a graduate student of economics at University of Minnesota in the mid 1960’s Professor John Chipman included in his readings for his course in econometrics an article by Johann Carl Friederich Gauss (1777-1885). Like most of my fellow students, I could not read the article, since it was written in Latin. However, it stimulated my interest into the history of the subjects I was studying.   Returning to Norway I tried, in between all my other obligations, to work myself backwards into the Norwegian history of economic thought. Exploring the economic writers before 1814, in the then dual monarchy Denmark-Norway, I discovered to my great surprise that the Dano-Norwegian scholar Ludvig Holberg (1684-1754) also had a keen interest in political economy, and that he, through his whole life, wrote on several economic issues.  Holberg is recognized among men of letters in the Nordic countries as a great representative of the Nordic Enlightenment and as a founder of Dano-Norwegian literature. Among most people he is well known as the writer of comedies. Comedies that even today are regularly on the repertoire of the major theatres. However, he is very seldom remembered as a jurist, a philosopher, a historian and almost never as a political thinker and a political economist. 
Holberg’s second book, where he also discusses subjects of political economy, is his Moralsk Kierne or Kunskab om Natur og Folkeretten (Moral Source or Knowledge of Natural and International Law), which was published in Danish in 1715. According to Professor Ditlev Tamm (1986), this book became very popular, and was published in six editions. It was translated into German and published in Leipzig in 1748. There it got a very good reception. The same happened when it was translated into Swedish and published in Stockholm in 1789.2 On the front page of the first edition it says; “drawn from the works of the most distinguished 
jurists, in particular Grotius, Pufendorf and Thomasius”. From the content of this book it is clear that Holberg has organized his exposition chapter by chapter in the same pattern as 
Pufendorf’s abridged natural law work De Officio Hominis et Civis (The duty of man and citizen). However, Professor Kåre Foss (1934:455-60) in his study of Holberg’s natural law, 
expounds that Holberg has recapitulated one, two, three or more of the chapters in Pufendorf’s major work De Jure Naturae et Gentium (On the law of nature and nations) in each of his 
chapters. Some of Hoberg’s chapters, in particular those that discusses issues of political economy, are more or less just copied from Pufendorf. Foss adds that Holberg follows Pufendorf to such an extent that he makes the same mistakes.  I had not heard the name Pufendorf before, nor had any of my closest colleagues. Furthermore, I could not find his name in any of the textbooks in the history of economic thought that was readily available to me. My curiosity was aroused, and it led me to ask some fundamental questions. Who was this Samuel Pufendorf? Where did he grow up? Where was he educated? What kind of education did he receive? What kind of career did he have? What kind of writer and author was he? What were the subjects he included in his writings? Was he 
                                                          
1 At this time the possibility to make interdisciplinary studies was very limited. 2 Per Nilsén (2012): Holbergs natur- och folkrät i svensk översättning 1789 (The natural- and international law    of Holberg in a Swedish translation 1789). In Vinje and Sejersted [Red.]. 
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a jurist, a philosopher, or a writer of political economy? What was the purpose of his natural law writings?  In 1991, I was invited by Professor Karen Pechel to spend the study year 1991-92 at University of Kiel. During this year I had the opportunity, in between my other duties, to read the English translation of Pufendorf’s natural law works. I discovered that his major natural law work also included important chapters and sections of chapters with content that learly belonged to political economy. From this reading, several new questions emerged. What was Pufendorf’s contribution to political economy? What subjects of political economy did he deal with? How have his doctrines been dispersed? Did he have any influence in his own time? Had his doctrines of political economy been used by philosophers in the 17th and 18th century? In particular had his doctrines of political economy been used by Adam Smith?  These questions and the lack of satisfactory answers led me to an investigation. First, an exploration into his doctrines of political economy. Second, an inquiry into the diffusion of his theories through the translations of his natural law works into the major European languages. Third, the diffusion of natural law, or moral philosophy as it was transformed into, as a subject at almost all Protestant universities across Europe and North America. Fourth, the influence Pufendorf had on the writings on political economy by John Locke, Charles-Louis Montesquieu, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Francis Hutcheson, and last but not least Adam Smith, just to mention a few. The result of these investigations is presented in this treatise.  
When studying Pufendorf’s extensive writings on political economy I became more and more puzzled. Some new questions arose. To what extent had his writings on political economy been recognized by economists or historians of economic thought in the 20th and 21st century? Why is it that his name hardly can be found in textbooks on the history of philosophy, on the history of political science or the history of economic thought? Why had most authors of such textbooks no account of his contribution? Why do we rarely find any discussions on his possible influence on his successors writings on political economy? All these questions and the lack of satisfactory answers in existing literature has been the starting point for this inquiry. The objective has been to remove the veil of oblivion that 
surrounds Pufendorf’s name, to shed some light on and find the answers to as many of these questions as possible. Over the years, I have participated at several international conferences. During my many 
presentations on aspects of Pufendorf’s writings on political economy I have been met with the arguments that Pufendorf is not an original writer and that his ideas were not new. That might be true since he definitely was an eclectic that used the doctrines of others in developing his own theories. However, his contribution to natural law and political economy through the 
popularization in his ‘student edition’ should be recognized. This book is primarily concerned with Pufendorf’s writings on political economy. However, in his time political economy was just an integrated part of a broader moral philosophy. It is my hope that some economists, who are interested in the history of economic thought in the 17th and the 18th century will read at least part of this study and that the reading 
will be an appetiser for going back to Pufendorf’s original texts. If they do, and peruse in 
Pufendorf’s natural law works that include political economy, I am convinced that they in such 
an inquiry will find much ‘food for thought’ and make new exiting discoveries. Discoveries that I surely have overlooked in this work.  
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Introduction  The purpose of this investigation is to find the answers to as many of the questions raised in the preface as possible. However, before proceeding a delimitation of this research is necessary. Terence Hutchison in his book, Before Adam Smith: The Emergence of Political Economy 1662-1776 from 1988 claimed that throughout the seventeenth and much of the eighteenth century there were at least two distinct streams of economic thought and literature, which flowed mainly independently of one another. One was the mercantilist literature, which was mostly found in pamphlet form. However, there was another stream of ideas “which eventually was to prove, arguably, of greater significance for the theoretical foundations of political 
economy. These were the ideas of the natural law philosophers”. Hutchison (1988:5) mentions the two most important, Hugo Grotius (1585-1645) and Samuel Pufendorf. True, a few elements of political economy can be found in the works of Grotius. However, it is with Pufendorf that political economy developed into a substantial part of natural law. Furthermore, it is with him, and the influence he had on his successors, that political economy started its advancement as a science.  Neither Pufendorf, nor his direct successors were to any great extent influenced by the mercantilist literatue. There were very little interactions between the mercantilist and the natural law tradition or stream of economic thought. The mercantilists were mainly concerned with current practical problems. The natural law tradition had its centre of gravity at academic institutions and was mainly concerned with the underlying economic principles.  It is the natural law stream of ideas that will be explored in this investigation. 
This inquiry will probe into Pufendorf’s life and career, his writings on political economy and how his ideas were received and used by his descendants. It is divided into five 
parts: Part I: Childhood and Education, Part II: A True European, Part III: Pufendorf’s Doctrines 
of Political Economy, Part IV Diffusion of Pufendorf’s Ideas of Poltical Economy, Part V How Could Pufendorf Be Overlooked, and Part VI Conclusion. A summary is provided in what follows.  Part I entitled Childhood and Education,.has three chapters. Chapter 1 gives a short account of 
Pufendorf’s childhood. He was born in Saxony in 1632, and grew up during the violence and 
devastation of the Thirty Years War. The insecurity of the times set its imprint on Pufendorf’s life.   Chapter 2 describes his life as a student at the Universities of Leipzig and Jena. His mentor professor Eberhard Weigel (1625-1699) introduced him to the works of Hugo Grotius, Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) and the methods of René Descartes (1596-1650). On completion of his studies, Pufendorf was not able to find work close to home. However, he secured a post as a tutor for the children of the Swedish envoy to the Court in Copenhagen. His arrival in the summer of 1658 could not have been at a more inconvenient time. The Swedish army had besieged the city. He was immediately arrested, accused of being a spy, and thrown into a cell at the Kastell fortress.  In Chapter 3 the story is told about his harsh imprisonment in Copenhagen and how he, in spite of miserable conditions, managed to turn it into a creative experience. He reflected on his previous learnings of the works of Grotius, Hobbes and Descartes, and produced a manuscript on natural law and political economy.  Part II entitled A True European has two chapters. Chapter 4 gives an account of Pufendorf’s remarkable academic career. After eight months in prison, he was released and travelled with the envoy’s sons to the Netherlands where they matriculated at the University of Leiden. Here he published his manuscript as Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis (Elements of 
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Universal Jurisprudence). It became an immediate success and in 1660, it earned him a position as professor of natural law at the University of Heidelberg. He stayed in Heidelberg until 1668 when he with his family moved to Lund in Sweden. Here he became Professor Primarius at the newly founded University of Lund. In 1672 he published his major natural law work De Jure Naturae et Gentium (On the Law of Nature and Nations) and the year after an abridged version De Officio Hominis et Civis (The Duty of Man and Citizen). When the University was closed in 1677, because of a new war between Denmark and Sweden, Pufendorf accepted an offer of a position as Royal Swedish historian and State counsellor at the Court in Stockholm. Here he abandoned his writings on natural law and produced more than 30 books of history of the Swedish kings and an essay on religion. In 1688 Pufendorf moved again, this time to Berlin where he took up the position as historiographer and judicial counsellor at the Court of Brandenburg-Prussia. He continued his historical writings and produced numerous books. A new essay on religion was also published. After a journey to Stockholm where he was elevated into the Swedish aristocracy, he became ill on the strenuous return journey to Berlin. He died in 1694 as a true European and is entombed in the St. Nicolai kirche.   Chapter 5 tells the story of how Pufendorf became a champion of the Enlightenment through his efforts to better life not only for himself and his family but for all people. The means to make this vision true were his academic writings, his teaching of students, his tutoring of prospective civil servants, and his work as a counsellor to three important enlightened Protestant state leaders. His life works made him the most read scholar in Europe in the last quarter of the 17th century and the first three quarters of the 18th century.    Part III, entitled Doctrines of Political Economy, tries to answer the questions concerned with his contributions to political economy and what subjects of political economy he dealt with. This part has six chapters. Chapter 6 gives a detailed account of the method Pufendorf used in his comprehensive writings on natural law and political economy. In his earliest natural law work, Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis from 1660, he used the reformed Euclidean Aristotelian geometrical approach he had been taught by his mentor at University of Jena, Professor Weigel. This work is arranged with twenty-one definitions, two axioms and five observations. In his main work, De Jure Naturae et Gentium, he abandoned this method and substantiated his opinions, his arguments, and the truths he claims to have discovered by numerous quotations, just as Grotius and others of his predecessors had done. Four hundred authors are listed in the Index of Authors Cited in the 1688 edition. These authors Pufendorf frequently quotes. When he discusses particular issues or argues for certain opinions, he uses the views of famous scholars in support of and to give weight to his own views.  In Chapter 7 Pufendorf develops his comprehensive theory of human behaviour. Man is a moral being who has been given “the distinctive light of intelligence”. To understand things more accurately man can use his intelligence. The reason why it is inappropriate that man should be endowed with a lawless liberty is drawn from his revolutionary principle of the 
natural condition of human nature, the Dignity of Man’s Nature. And so man has that supreme dignity, the possession of an immortal soul, furnished with the light of intellect and the faculty of judgement and choice, and most highly endowed for many an art.” Pufendorf asserts that man had an internal director or mediator that could evaluate a situation and help man to make the right decision. Furthermore, he thought that the natural state of man is to live in peace and that the law of nature should be deduced from the reasoning of man himself. Man’s ability to distinguish between right and wrong is not innate, contrary to what both the Catholic and the Protestant church maintained. This ability is found in the condition of man, together with the driving forces, or attributes, behind human action. Pufendorf claims that self-interest is the strongest driving force in human behaviour. In addition, man is born to cooperate with other men, therefore he has another driving force; he must be sociable. He stresses that this social 
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attitude, this sociability, has to be cultivated. Furthermore, he discusses man’s duties towards himself and towards other men. In this connection, he also discusses what today is called externalities and the discounted value of an incurred damage or a gain.  Chapter 8 describes how Pufendorf develops his theory of private property using his four stages theory. Here he uses the theory of human behaviour in general and, in particular, the human attributes of self-interest and sociability with its dictates of reason, as the basis. Private property is developed from a stage where everything was held in common, things were not yet assigned to a particular person. It assumes an act of man and an agreement among men, whether this agreement is just tacitly understood, or clearly expressed. The process in which private property is developed is genuinely historical. Private property was progressively introduced, when men under the pressure of a growing population and depleted natural resources moved from one stage of economic development to the next, a stage of gathering or hunting, a stage of herding, a stage of agriculture and finally a commercial society. The commercial society involved trade, growth of markets, creation of prices, introduction of money and the advances of civilization. Such a society where all individuals attempt to satisfy their 
own needs and thereby satisfy the need of others is a cornerstone of Pufendorf’s doctrines.  In Chapter 9 Pufendorf’s comprehensive theories of value, money and trade are developed. His starting point is that, with private ownership in a commercial society, some people had goods and services they did not need and, at the same time, they wanted to acquire goods that were in other people’s possession. Goods and services therefore had to be exchanged. A commercial society gives rise to prices, the introduction of money and the growth of civilization.  Pufendorf outlines the foundation of the market price. It is determined by what today would be called the interactions of demand and supply. Therefore, the human motives that determine demand are discussed in some details. So is the cost of production and other factors that determine the supply. He distinguishes between the market price, the natural price and the legal price. The natural price is the price that covers all the costs that occur in bringing the good to the market. The legal price is assumed to agree with justice and equity. Pufendorf issues a clear warning and states that the opposite can be manifestly true. In fixing this legal price, gross ignorance may now and then intervene with corruption as a consequence. Thereafter, he discusses changes in price when shifts in demand and supply occur. Finally, he brings up for discussion the information issue.  In his theory of money, he discusses the origin of money, money and commerce, and the question of whether governments can decide the value of money. The introduction of money is therefore closely linked to the development of domestic commerce and international trade. Debasement of money is clearly against natural law. It is only in the highest need that a state can change the value of money. Pufendorf presents a rudimentary quantity theory of money. Furthermore, he discusses different forms of monopolies, why monopolies in special cases can be beneficial, and why it is necessary for the state to use its power to regulate monopolies that are created using conspiracies. He ends this presentation discussing the role of interest rates.  In chapter 10 Pufendorf’s theory of the foundation of states and how council decisions are carried out are developed. His starting point for the origin of the state is the presumption that man, by nature, loves himself more than society. Man's sociability, or inclination for society, leads to the formation of the first societies; however, these societies are not 
synonymous with a state. From man’s love for society, it does not follow that man is led by his nature to form a civil government. This love can be satisfied by less developed societies and by 
friendship with one’s equals. He claims that man enters into a state by his free will to avoid greater evils. States are therefore established to gain security and protection from the evil or wickedness of men. When men have come together to form a state, they must also agree on applying the means suitable for that end. This union of individuals to form a state must, 
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Pufendorf contends, be regulated by intervening agreements or pacts.  He found that two agreements (or pacts) and one decree are needed to create a state. From the two agreements, one of association and one of subjection, and one decree in between, a finished state is constructed. The agreement between rulers and the ruled is required not only in monarchies and aristocracies but also in democracies. If the power of the state is expressed through a council composed of a number of men, there has to be an agreement, right from the beginning about how to reach decisions. Pufendorf proceeds to discuss a number of voting procedures: veto rights, unanimity versus simple majority, weighted voting, qualified majorities, equality of votes and the paradox of voting. He is fully aware of the possibility that voting agendas can be manipulated.   Finally, in Chapter 11 Pufendorf’s theory of the division of state powers, and his principles of taxation are outlined. Pufendorf claims that a state is understood to have one will. Since it is not possible to combine the individual wills of many people into one will, a unified will in a state can only be produced by having all the persons in the state submitting their will to that of one man, or of a council, in whom the supreme sovereignty has been vested. It is the duty of the supreme sovereign, the one man or the council, to make clear and prescribe for the citizens what can be done and what should be avoided. He discusses the division of the highest power of the state, the legislative power, the punitive power, the judicial power, the power to wage war and declare peace and to accept or reject treaties, that is the constituent power and finally the power to levy taxes. He discusses both the regular and the irregular forms of states. The emphasis is on his discussion of the three regular forms of states, democracy, aristocracy and monarchy. He warns against the evils of corruption and he discusses the comparative advantages of the different forms of states.   The business of a state cannot be carried out without expenses. The duties of the Sovereign with respect to the levy of taxes and his economic responsibilities are emphasized. Pufendorf stresses budget discipline and he gives considerable attention to how taxes or other burdens are levied and collected on the citizens. In his principles of taxation, he discusses and evaluates different taxes.   Part IV entitled The Diffusion of Pufendorf’s Economic Ideas has five chapters. These chapters 
are the result of the investigation into how Pufendorf’s doctrines of political economy were dispersed across Europe and how his ideas were used by the most notable French and English scholars of the 17th and 18th centuries when they developed their own ideas and wrote their books. Particular attention is given to the question if Pufendorf was a primary source for Adam Smith (1723-90). Chapter 12 conveys the story of how Pufendorf¨s natural law, including political economy, was spread across Europe and North America due to his popularization and fame. His abridged ‘student edition’ De Officio became an international ‘best seller’. It was translated into nine European languages. New editions with or without commentaries, appeared in most European countries. More than 150 editions have been found. The book was reprinted innumerable times and thousands of copies were produced and sold. It spread Pufendorf’s gospel of natural law, which includes political economy, onto the European continent. His popularity and fame also led to the translations of his main natural law work, De Jure Naturae et Gentium, into four European languages. It found a place in most university libraries. Pufendorf had taught natural law at University of Heidelberg. From this start natural law became a compulsory subject at almost all Protestant universities and even at some Catholic universities. His writings on natural law contributed to the beginning of the Enlightenment, characterized by belief in progress. This progress could be achieved through the self-reliant use of reason and, by reaction, to traditionalism, obscurantism and authoritarianism.  
5  
In Chapter 13, it becomes clear that John Locke (1632-1704) was an admirer of 
Pufendorf, and that he was the first scholar of any importance to use Pufendorf’s natural law works. Locke, like most of his contemporaries, listed very few of his sources. It is therefore very difficult to establish exactly whose ideas Locke used when he put his own thoughts into writing. However, when he prepared his lectures on natural law at University of Oxford in 1663 
he had a copy of Pufendorf’s first book Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis in his possession. He had procured this book just after it was published in 1660. Later Locke also 
bought copies of Pufendorf’s other natural law books. Consequently, there can be little doubt that he consulted and used them extensively as an important point of departure when he developed his own doctrines and wrote his essays and treatises. This also strongly indicates that Locke early in his life acquired from Pufendorf a good theoretical knowledge of natural law, which included a state-of-the-art exposition of ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy.  
Writings on political economy can be found in most of Locke’s works. In his theory of human behavior, he like Pufendorf rejected the belief that our ideas are innate. The allusions to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability as the driving forces behind human behaviour are also clear. In his theory of property, he departed from Pufendorf and developed a labour theory of property. On the subject of value and money, Locke takes over and uses Pufendorf’s theory. His claim that the state exists only to guaranty security and legal protection comes from Pufendorf. Like Pufendorf, he considers corruption an evil we have an obligation to resist. He has no detailed theory of taxation but he stresses that a government cannot raise taxes on the property of the people without the consent of the people. Arbitrary taxation with its iniquities is viewed as a misfortune for any society.  Chapter 14 includes a summary of the contributions of some important 17th and 18th century French philosophers, their general indebtedness to Pufendorf, and their use of his natural law works when they wrote on political economy. The moralist Pierre Nicole (1625-1714), the legal philosopher Jean Domat (1625-96), and the magistrate Pierre Le Pesant de Boisguilbert (1646-1714) were in all probability familiar 
with the natural law works of Pufendorf. Their allusions to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability as the driving forces in human behaviour are apparent in their writings.  
The French philosopher and translator of Pufendorf’s natural law works, Jean 
Barbeyrac, has a very important role in the diffusion of natural law in general, and Pufendorf’s works in particular, across Europe. The great philosopher of the Enlightenment, Charles-Louis Montesquieu (1689-1755), 
had Pufendorf’s natural law works when he wrote his discourses and his main work, De l’Esprit des lois. Like Pufendorf he claims that there are no innate ideas. The allusions to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability are also strong. He summarizes Pufendorf’s rudimentary four stages theory. He does not develop any theory of value but, inspired by Pufendorf, he outlines a theory of money. Similar to Pufendorf he warns against debasement of coinage. Montesquieu wrote that the main purpose of government is to maintain law and order, to ensure political liberty, and to protect the property rights of the individual. Like Pufendorf, he discusses three categories of government: democracy, aristocracy and monarchy. In the spirit of Pufendorf he also discusses the legislative power, the executive power and the judicial power. The best form of government was one in which the three powers were separate and kept each 
other in check. In the matter of political liberty, Montesquieu’s superiority over his predecessors is clear. As Pufendorf, he warns against corruption. He discusses different forms of taxes in different countries and under different governments. Like Pufendorf, he claimed that taxes should be clearly established and be so easy to collect that they could not be changed and abused by the tax collectors. 
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Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui (1694-1748) publicized and popularised a number of ideas 
propounded by other thinkers. His primary source was Pufendorf’s natural law works.  The foremost politcal thinker, Jean-Jaques Rousseau (1712-78), gives only a few direct references in his works to the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular. 
However, in spite of the fact that Rousseau’s citations from Pufendorf are scanty, there can be no doubt that he used his works extensively when he developed his own ideas. Both obvious 
and not so obvious allusions to Pufendorf’s natural law works are particular strong when Rousseau discusses issues regarding political economy. His treatment of human behaviour has 
elements of Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability. Rousseau like Pufendorf did not believe in innate ideas.  Rousseau tells us, with strong allusions to Pufendorf, how the idea of property 
developed in man’s mind. He does not develop either a theory of value or a theory of money or 
trade He sees the introduction of money, at best, as unavoidable. However, Rousseau’s social 
contract is close to Pufendorf’s pact of association and his discussion of the relationship between the Government and the Sovereign corresponds roughly with Pufendorf’s contract of subjection. Furthermore, like Pufendorf, he claims that there is only one law, which by its nature requires unanimous consent. That law is the social pact. Rousseau has an extensive discussion of decision rules and like Pufendorf he discusses, three major forms of government: democracy, aristocracy and monarchy. His principles of taxation are very close to Pufendorf’s principles in De Jure Naturae et Gentium. Denis Diderot (1713-84) the chief editor of the Encyclopédie was also an admirer of Pufendorf and he used De Jure Naturae et Gentium comprehensively in his work. In many of his articles, he just copies Pufendorf. In other he has references to the natural law philosophers 
in general and Pufendorf in particular. His contribution to the diffusion of Pufendorf’s views on ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy was considerable.  A group of French intellectuals, who first claimed the name Économiste, but later called themselves Physiocrats spoke out against the deplorable economic conditions in France. Their leader was Francois Quesnay (1694-1774) and his close collaborators were Victor Marquis de Mirabeau (1715-89), Paul-Pierre Mercier de la Riviére (1720-93) and Pierre Samuel DuPont de Nemours (1739-1817). Du Pont asserts that, for all the Physiocrats, political economy was the science of natural law applied, as it should be, to civilized societies, and of enlightened justice in all social relations – internal and external. It is therefore reasonable to claim that Pufendorf, who was a well-known philosopher of natural law, have been appreciated and used in the milieu of the Physiocrats.    The Physiocrats like most other writers in the 18th century did not overwhelm us with quotations. There are scarcely any references to the sources of their ideas in the articles and books that comprise what can be termed the Physiocratic library.  In Chapter 15 the introduction into Scotland of natural law and political economy is discussed. Gershom Carmicahel (1672-1729) introduced and used Pufendorf’s De Officio as 
the textbook in his moral philosophy class at the University of Glasgow at the end of 1690’s. In 1718 he published a new edition, in Latin, with his commentaries. In Scotland, natural law was transformed into moral philosophy. When Carmichael resigned in 1729, one of his former students Francis Hutcheson (1694-1746) was asked to take over the chair. Hutcheson continued the practice of his predecessor and from the start used Carmichael’s edition of De Officio as a textbook. In 1742, he completed a compendium based on his class notes. This compendium was published in 1747 as A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy. Hutcheson had already in 1734-35 began writing a manuscript entitled A System of Moral Philosophy. However, it was not published until nine 
years after his death in 1755. His two books built very closely on Pufendorf’s De Officio and De Jure Naturae et Gentium and Hutcheson admits this. 
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As Carmichael before him, Hutcheson could not accept Pufendorf’s emphasis on self-
interest as a driving force in human behaviour. He puts his own emphasis on man’s passion 
towards altruism and cooperation. He also believed that man’s conception of right and wrong is innate. In his theory of property, he departed from Pufendorf and built on Locke’s labour 
theory of property. Hutcheson’s theory of value, money and trade, his theory of the foundation of states and councils, and his theory of the division of state powers and principles of taxation are mostly a copy of Pufendorf.  
Chapter 16 outlines the story of how Adam Smith was introduced to Pufendorf’s natural law works when he matriculated at the University of Glasgow in 1737 and became a student in 
Hutcheson’s moral philosophy class. Four of Smith’s biographies are surveyed. Important facts 
about Smith’s study of Pufendorf’s natural law works, including political economy, are revealed. Smith studied these works as a student in Glasgow and at Balloil College, University of Oxford. He used these works when he prepared his freelance lectures in Edinburgh at the 
end of the 1740’s and his ordinary lectures at the University of Glasgow in the beginning of the 
1750’s and in the 1760’s. In spite of Smith’s study and use of the works of Pufendorf, his 
biographers claim that Smith’s primary source was Hutcheson. Some editors of Smith’s books have also been surveyed. They pointed to Stoic philosophy, the infamous Bernard Mandeville, 
the Physiocrats and Hutcheson as Smith’s major sources. One, Andrew Skinner, claimed that 
his ideas were ‘home grown’. No one pointed to Pufendorf.  Smith made it clear that he disagreed with Hutcheson, who was not willing to allow self-interest to be a motive of virtuous action.  He claimed, like Pufendorf, that self-interest is the primary drive in all human beings. Furthermore, Smith claimed that self-interest is not the only human drive. It is not incompatible with sympathy or benevolence. These basic motives live side by side and each has its part to play at the appropriate time. This view is in accordance 
with Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability. Smith develops his theory of property and the four stages theory in his Lectures on Jurisprudence. He does not use Pufendorf’s tacit pact or agreement as a foundation for his theory of property, but there are clues indicating that he comes 
close. Smith’s four-stage theory is also close to Pufendorf’s.  From Smith’s theory of value, money and trade, as it is discussed in his Lectures on Jurisprudence and in The Wealth of Nations, it is clear that he used Pufendorf’s natural law works. The need for cooperation in a commercial society, the natural and market price, the paradox of value, the purposes of money the origin of and the debasement of money - on all these issues, there are clear clues to his use of Pufendorf.  Smith like Pufendorf contended that states were established to gain security and protection from the evil wickedness of men. The origin of government did not arise from consent or agreement. He explained the development of government using the same historical account of the four stages theory that he had inherited from Pufendorf. In his discussion of voting rules, he used both Hutcheson and Pufendorf. The allusions to Pufendorf are everywhere to be found, when Smith discusses the division of responsibilities in the development of government. That is also the case when he discusses taxation both in his Lectures and in the final chapter of The Wealth of Nations. From this exposition, it is clear that Pufendorf was one 
of Smith’s major sources.  Part V How Could Pufendorf Be Overlooked? From the investigation carried out in the previous parts it is difficult to comprehend how this could take place. The two chapters in this part tries to address this question. Chapter 17 tries to determine if and why Pufendorf has been eliminated from, textbooks dealing with the history of philosophy or the history of economic thought.  
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Emanuel Kant had a tremendous effect on the development of philosophy. He had no respect or use for philosophers that he believed were eclecticists. Therefore, he and his followers eliminated the natural law philosophers, including Pufendorf, from the history of philosophy.  There are, however, some optimistic signs. During the last twenty to thirty years, it looks as though a new breed of philosophers has rediscovered the natural law writers. I hope that this will be reflected in future history of philosophy textbooks. Forty-five textbooks on the history of economic thought are explored. The objective was to determine to what extent Pufendorf has a place in these books. The conclusion from these books is clear - he is still almost forgotten. There are only seven books that have attached some importance to Pufendorf. Of these seven, there is only one, Terrence Hutchison from 1988, who 
attach an important role to Pufendorf’and contends that he deserves a significant place in the history of economic thought.  Of the nine textbooks published in this century, only one finds it worthwhile to attach some importance to him. Although Pufendorf has not received the place he deserves in the textbooks on the history of economic thought, he might have been recognized by individual authors. However, unfortunately their writings have not yet been discovered and accepted by the history of economic thought writers. Chapter 18 therefore investigates some books and articles, where the authors to some 
extent have explored Smith’s writings, to determine if they consider Pufendorf one of his sources. Although facts and clues are there, none of the books investigated come up with the 
conclusion that Pufendorf was one of Smith’s major sources. Of the 225 articles in the so-called 
Wood collection, fifty discuss to some extent Smith’s predecessors and their influence on Smith. Astonishingly tirty-six of these do not mention Pufendorf’s name at all. Of the remaining 
fourteen articles, there are only three that seriously discuss Pufendorf’s influence on Adam 
Smith’s writings on political economy. There is no thorough discussion in any of these articles of how Smith in his writings used Pufendorf ideas.  Part VI The Conclusion. It has only one chapter Pufendorf the Grandfather of Political 
Economy. This part briefly recapitulates the story of Samuel Pufendorf’s remarkable career, his writings on political economy, the diffusion of his contributions to political economy in general and his influence on Adam Smith in particular. It argues that if Adam Smith deserves to be called the Father of Modern Political Economy, then Pufendorf is worthy of being called the Grandfather   
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Part I: Childhood and Education 
Part I, tries to answer the questions: Who was Samuel Pufendorf? Where did he grow up? Where was he educated? What kind of education did he receive? A person’s experience during childhood and his education can have a significant impression on his character and development 
in later life. It is therefore of interest to give an account of Samuel Pufendorf’s childhood, his life and education as a student in order to uncover what kind of imprint it has had on his later career and writings. 
 
Chapter 1. Childhood – Turbulent Times 
Samuel Pufendorf was born on January 8, 1632 in the middle of the devastating Thirty Years War, 1618-1648. Coincidentally, Pufendorf shared his year of birth with the well-known philosophers, John Locke (1632-1704) and Benedict de Baruch Spinoza (1632-77). At the time 
of his birth, Pufendorf’s family lived in a small hamlet, Dorfchemnitz, southwest of Chemnitz in the rural region of old Saxony, where his father was a minister in the evangelical Lutheran 
church. A year after Samuel’s birth his family moved to the village of Flöha in the Saxon Erzgebirge, where his father secured a better position. Here he was reared.  Saxony had up to this time escaped the direct effects of the pervasive violence and destruction of the war, but this would soon change. The Elector of Saxony, Johann Georg I (1585-1656), had, at the time, worked to establish good relations with the Emperor of the Holy Roman German Empire Ferdinand II (1578-1637).3 The reason being that he wanted to increase his power base and secure for himself the secularized properties of the Catholic Church. He also wanted to firmly establish his supremacy within the Evangelic Union and his control over the territory Lausitz, which he had acquired in 1623.4  However, in 1629 the Emperor had issued the so-called Restitution edict. Consequently, all secularized properties were to be handed back to the Catholic Church. The armies of the Catholic League under their chief commanders, Tilly and Wallenstein, weregiven the task of carrying this out.5 Their predatory armies moved into Thüringen and Saxony, plundering and murdering even more thoroughly than usual in order to force the Saxons to peace. The Elector Johann George at once made an alliance with King Gustav II Adolf (1594-1632) of Sweden. Gustav Adolf had intervened on the Lutheran side the year before, when Wallenstein had laid 
siege to, at that time, the Swedish port of Stralsund. Tilly’s army captured Leipzig, but was defeated by the Swedes at Breitenfeld outside the city in September 1631. Furthermore, Wallenstein, and his army, was also defeated in the battle of Lützen in November the year after.6 In this battle, Gustav Adolf fell, but the Swedes continued their involvement under Lord High Chancellor Axel Oxenstierna (1583-1654).7 For the next 14 years, until the Peace in Westphalia in 1648, Austrian, French, German, Spanish and Swedish armies reduced the German Empire to a state of misery beyond description. All this brought war, death and devastation close to Pufendorf’s home.8 Flöha had a central position on the main road between the cities of Chemnitz and Freiberg. Therefore, troops 
                                                          
3 In a decree following the 1512 Diet of Cologne, the name was officially designated as the Holy Roman Empire    of the German Nation (962-1806), but in sort it is mostly called the Roman German Empire. 4 The Evangelic Union was a Protestant defensive alliance of princes and cities, established to secure the    Protestants right to worship freely within the Empire. 5 Johann Tserclaes Count of Tilly (1559-1632) and Albrecht von Wallenstein (1583-1634). 6 Wallenstein was murdered two years after by his own lieutenants, with the full sanction of the Emperor,    because of allegations that he planned a Coup d’Etat.  7 Gustav Adolf’s only surviving child, Kristina (1626-89), who then became Queen, was only 6 years old when    her father was killed. Oxenstierna as one of her guardians ruled on her behalf.  8 For the social and economic effects of the Thirty Years War see, for example Friedrich Lütge (1960:287-98). 
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of all categories marched through, bringing with them all kinds of horrors: plundering, rape, hunger and death. Although Samuel and his family were lucky and escaped direct violence, they saw and heard of horrors almost every day, and the family was also forced to leave their home for a short time.  
The peace of Westphalia, which ended the Thirty Years War, was signed in Münster and Osnabrück in 1648. It came about at a time when Pufendorf was approaching maturity and was close to entering the University of Leipzig.  Pufendorf therefore belonged to the generation that knew the horrors and chaos of war -- a war that lasted for thirty years.9 There is no question that his childhood experience of violence and turmoil made an imprint on all his works. His emphasis on international peace and order and his reluctance to support demonstrations and revolts, even against rulers who did not protect their own people, should always be seen against this background. 
Like his brothers, Pufendorf was home-schooled until he was thirteen. In 1645, his mastery of Latin and the fact that he came from a rather poor family qualified him, as his two older brothers before him, for admission to the subsidized humanistic Prince's School of St. Augustin, in the neighbouring town of Grimma. This school was a Protestant secondary grammar school for the sons of the nobility and other gifted boys preparing them for university studies. There he studied grammar, logic, rhetoric, the Bible, Lutheran theology, and the Greek and Latin classics. All these subjects were to give the students access to the classical texts seen as necessary for their intellectual development. In his small Pufendorf biography, Paul Meyer (1894:11) tells that the school also offered some time for free studies, which Pufendorf used to further his study of Greek and Roman classical texts. His particular relish for the latter laid the foundations for a broad philological competence evident in and formative of his natural law writings. Pufendorf spent his years at Grimma as a diligent and hardworking pupil, and obtained a classical education that prepared him well for university studies. Indeed, shortly before leaving Grimma, he was chosen to compose a Latin poem celebrating the 100th anniversary of the school. However, it should be mentioned that the effects of the war were also felt at the school. For some years it was partly used for billeting wounded soldiers. Ibid:9. After five mostly happy years, Pufendorf graduated at the top of his class in the autumn of 1650. Ibid:12.  Following the wishes of his father, who had passed away two years earlier, Pufendorf now 18 years old, moved to Leipzig. Like his older brother Esaias (1628-89), he matriculated at the University with the intention to study theology.10 Pufendorf’s brother had in fact, as was customary at the time, matriculated at the university when he was 13 years old. His father had managed to pay a fee of 12 Groschen, a little more than the minimum requirement, which shows that he was not among the poorest students. The cost of sending his sons to the University was, however, a burden and a strain on the financial situation of the family.   
                                                          
9 See also Klaus-Peter Schroeder (2001). 
10  Esaias Pufendorf (1628-89) had also been a pupil at the Princes School in Grimma. Thereafter he matriculated      at the University of Leipzig, where he received a Magister degree in 1648. He taught for some time at the      University before he in 1657 went into Swedish Diplomatic service. Here he served as an envoy in Denmark,      Holland, England, Prussia, Austria and Saxony. Then he became Chancellor in Bremen and Verden. In his       last years he joined the Danish service as an envoy to Regensburg.  
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Chapter 2. University Education in Leipzig and Jena  In the autumn of 1650, Samuel Pufendorf moved from Grimma to Leipzig. He abided by his 
father’s wishes and started at the University of Leipzig with the intention of embarking on the study of theology. His intent was to enter the pastorate on the completion of his studies. It is not quite clear whether he spent 12 or 14 semesters at the university, since it looks like he moved back and forth a few times between Leipzig and the University of Jena. It is clear that he left Leipzig in 1658 when he was 26 years old.  
The University of Leipzig’s archive does not give us any information about what courses were taught or what studies the students were engaged in at this time. Pufendorf himself has not given us much information either. His later writings and letters make only sporadic references to his student days, and then mainly to counter the accusations made against him by former students of the University.  The descriptions of the economic situation in Leipzig and Saxony and the intellectual environment at the university during the years when Pufendorf was a student have generally not been very positive. Although the city and its hinterland had not suffered significantly during 
the first years of war, this changed dramatically, as previously mentioned, when Tilly’s army occupied the city before the first battle of Breitenfeld in 1631. The next decade brought considerable unrest and economic decline. At the second battle of Breitenfeld in 1642, the Swedish army under the command of Field Marshal Lennart Torstenson (1603-51) won a decisive victory over the Imperial Army under the command of the Catholic Archduke Leopold Wilhelm of Austria (1614-1662). The Protestant victory in this battle brought an end to the fighting in Saxony, and ensured that the German states would not be forcibly reconverted to Roman Catholicism. After the battle Swedish troops occupied Leipzig.  In spite of the fact that the Swedish troops had been a defender of the Lutheran cause they were, as the years went by, still seen as an occupying force by the local population and they were certainly an economic burden for the city, which had to pay for their maintenance. The Thirty Years War formally ended with the peace in Westphalia in 1648, but the Swedes did not leave the city until the summer of 1650.  The withdrawal of the Swedish army was celebrated with festivities and theatre plays. Pufendorf must have taken part in these since he arrived shortly before it all started. His first time experience of Leipzig could therefore not have been depressive. In addition, there were other celebrations he might have participated in including a major one, the 100-year anniversary of the Peace of Augsburg in 1655. This treaty between the Emperor Charles V (1500-58) and an alliance of Lutheran princes allowed German princes to select either Lutheranism or Catholicism.  However, the fact that Pufendorf as well as Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) left Leipzig and that Christian Thomasius (1655-1728) was banished in 1690 has been taken as proof of the sterility of the learning conditions at the university and a sign of its parting from the intellectual life of the nation at that time. Ditlef Döring (1994:14) in his booklet Samuel Pufendorf als Student claimed that the university was never considered more negatively than in the century between 1600 and 1700.  Examples of the slide in quality at the University are numerous. Meyer (1894:12) in his Samuel Pufendorf book mentions that the Faculty of Theology during the last decades before Pufendorf arrived had degenerated into a dogmatic place. He went on to tell us that the student environment was rather rough and that the professors of the faculty turned out to be “fossilized and quarrelsome slaves to authority”. Heinrich Treitschke (1929:318) in his Pufendorf biography also paints a very black picture of Leipzig University by the end of the Thirty Years War. "The academics of Leipzig University were never as hostile towards the living forces of 
the time as during this time.” A "famished Lutheranism" held the University in a firm grasp in 
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order to keep control and secure the financial support of the church. The academic environment in the Faculty of Theology has been described as degenerated Lutheranism. Treitschke believed that Pufendorf could; ”not have learned [scientific thought] at Leibzig, this happened instead 
after he moved to Jena and learned it from Professor Erhard Weigel”.11 Even the Leipzig University historian Konrad Krause (2003:71-73), who describes Leipzig and Jena as two centres of the German Enlightenment, points to the fact that the Faculty 
of Theology in Leipzig prohibited Pufendorf’s works soon after they were published. In addition, the university reacted strongly against Thomasius when he held his first lecture in the German language in 1687. It has been said that Thomasius was the first to lecture in German. Lewis Beck (1969) in his Early German Philosophy, however, claims that this is not true. What was revolutionary in Thomasius’ act was that he announced that he would lecture in the vernacular. He held the view that the backwardness of Germany was in part due to the use of Latin. Kasper Eskildsen (2008:323) in his book about Thomasius claims that three years later Thomasius, partly because he had lectured on Pufendorf, was ordered by a Saxon court not to publish, give lectures or dispute any further. He was therefore forced into exile in Brandenburg-Prussia, and remained there for the rest of his life, as professor at the newly established University of Halle.  Döring (1994:7) in his booklet re-examines some of these descriptions and concluds: It is true that the economic situation after the warfare, destructions and population decline caused by 30 years of war was not good. The University also suffered from the horrors, destruction, and general uncertainty of war. The number of new students sank to below 100 at the end of the war, the lowest since 1529. Later Döring (2004), in his article about the learned Leipzig, re-examines some of these descriptions and claims that the University of Leipzig was far more cultivated and diverse than acknowledged by 19th century authors like Treitschke (1897). In any event, it remained a centre of Lutheran orthodoxy, anti-Calvinist and anti-Catholic, and generally devoted to metaphysical scholasticism and Aristotelianism, closely tied to theology. Furthermore, Döring suggests that the time Pufendorf spent in Leipzig may overall have had a positive and important influence on his later development.  He also points to the fact that the economic situation improved substantially during the years when Pufendorf was a student.  To fulfil the wishes and request of his father, Pufendorf had chosen the study of theology. Unfortunately, his brother Esaias’ warnings turned out to be true. Already in his first semester, he realised that theology, as taught by the Leipzig professors, was dogmatic. Therefore, Pufendorf soon developed an aversion to this pedantic orthodoxy. Although, as Meyer (1894:13) wrotes, Pufendorf stayed a true Lutheran through his whole life, his experience from Leipzig shaped his theological views. He always stressed that in dealing with questions of theology one should keep far away from slander and damnation and always practice Christian brotherly love in discussions.   Disenchanted with theology, Samuel Pufendorf changed direction and turned first to law. However, his older brother Esaias, who remained close to Samuel through his whole life, had already received his Magister degree and held lectures at the university on government. He advised his younger brother to get a broader education than the dry juristic propositions. Klaus-Peter Schroeder (2008:74) reports in his book about The Thirty Years War, without giving any source, that Pufendorf, who was eager to learn, visited lectures in law, natural philosophy, cameral sciences and even medicine. During 1652 or 1653 he probably also followed the lectures in mathematics and philosophy by a young lecturer, the earlier mentioned Erhard Weigel, who drew large audiences to his classes. 
                                                          
11  Treitschke, Heinrich Samuel Pufendorf. In: ders.: Aufsätze, Reden und Briefe. 1. Bd. Meeresburg 1929. The       quotation is from Döring (1994:7). 
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Pufendorf was probably not a very efficient student in Leipzig, but he was an active student. He founded a scholarly society called Collegium Anthologicum, where students met for discussions and entertainment. Here, as pointed out by Döring (1995), he gave lectures and took part in the discussions and disputes about theology, philology, history and political philosophy.12 Döring discusses why Pufendorf spent almost seven years in Leipzig, which is rather a long time since students in this century often spent time at different universities. One reason for this long-lasting stay can be found in his financial situation. It was hard for his father to raise 8 children during the difficult times of the Thirty Years War, and it was not easy to keep his sons at their studies. When Samuel still was at school in Grimma, in the spring of 1648, his father 
died of a stroke. The oldest son, Jeremias, could take over his father’s ministry, Esaias studied in Leipzig, Samuel and Johannes were still in school and of the four sisters only one was married at that time. We do not know if Samuel received any of the few stipends available in Leipzig, but his brother Esaias had a "Kurfürstliches Stipendium" when his father was still alive, so it is 
possible that the younger brother could also hope for such support. However, Pufendorf’s name is not to be found in any catalogue of recipients. A remark from his brother Esaias in December 1657 that Samuel "unfortunately has lost a prominent patron", suggests that he had received financial support from a private source. Mainly he would have been covering the expenses of his own studies by tutoring other well-off students. At the time, this was a widespread method to finance one’s studies. Döring (1994:32) refers to Peter Dahlmann’s Pufendorf's biography from 1710, which explains that Pufendorf early on in his studies could instruct others; "from his own ability to learn and his prudence" but "this on the other hand still failed to pile profit in his lap".13 It is known that when he studied in Jena in 1657 he was responsible for a few "to him trusted professor-sons from Leipzig”. This reference gives an idea of Pufendorf's living conditions in Leipzig. A student in the 17th century normally lived in the house of one of the citizens of the town. Often the professors provided room and board as well as extra tutoring for their students. The university preferred this to the students renting rooms with a citizen in town. The students not only depended on the support of the professors or other established scholars for the possibility to have a small income and a place to live, but also on the use of their books. The university library was not easily available for students, and it lacked much of the required literature.   It was not until his brother Esaias entered the Diplomatic Corps of the Swedish Crown in 1656 that the financial situation of the Pufendorf family improved. The transfer of 50 Talern (dollars) to Samuel by the end of 1657 suggests this. Thirty talern was for him, and the rest he should transfer "to our beloved mother". We hardly know anything about the development and progress of Pufendorf's studies. However, Döring (1994) explains that he probably would have started with the "studium generale" at the Faculty of liberal arts, which normally lasted for 2 years. Often, but not always, the degree of Magister was obtained after the successful end of this study. It is extraordinary that Pufendorf, despite the long period of time he studied in Leipzig, did not obtain this degree and not even the degree of Baccalaureus.  His older brother Esaias, on the other hand, had obtained both degrees. After only three and a half years of study, he had become Magister. Their father was at that time still alive and could take part in the celebration. 
Döring (1994:43) refers again to Dahlmann’s biography from 1710 and mentions that it was Pufendorf's intention to make his reputation in the world without obtaining the academic 
                                                          
12 Ditlef Döring [Hrsg.] (1995) contains some of Pufendorf’s early writings at the Collegium and other short      writings on philosophy, history and religion. 13 This degree was at most German universities disappearing during the 17th century, but not in Leipzig where it     was frequently used well into the 18th century. 
14  
honour and dignity of a degree, but only through his high scholarly standards.14 Nevertheless, it is uncertain whether this was his real reason. In fact, Pufendorf passed the magister examination in Jena. It was quite unusual at that time to pass an exam in a different university from where the actual study took place. He did this in a very short period. He left Leipzig at the end of July 1656, entered the University of Jena on August 14th, received his Magister degree five days later, and at the latest on August 30th he was back in Leipzig for a short time. Ibid:43 It is not known what he was doing there, since he returned to Jena for the whole year of 1657, but it is known that the university was opposed to "foreign Magisters". Herman Schüling (1970) in his Weigel biography claims that it was the unconventional mathematician-philosopher Professor Weigel, whom Pufendorf had first met in Leipzig, who had urged and prudently 
persuaded him to earn the Master’s degree, since this would be essential for a university career. 
Pufendorf’s disdain for academic ranks and titles had inspired him to refuse a doctorate.  It is, however, remarkable that there is no trace of a dissertation from Pufendorf's degree, while there still are such written works from his brother Essaias. According to his own account, Pufendorf spent the year 1657 in Jena. The reasons for this change are clear. There was the recent Magister degree he received from Jena and the move from Leipzig to Jena of several young scholars close to him, such as Weigel, and the historian Johann Andreas Bose (1626-74). There was also the example of his brother Esaias, who had continued his studies in Jena.15 Finally but yet importantly, there was the offer that he could continue tutoring "Leipziger professor sons". In Jena Pufendorf became a protégé of Professor Weigel and had room and board with him.       Who was the professor that took Pufendorf under his wings? Edmund Spiess (1881;1-6) explains in his Weigel biography that he was born in Oberpfalz in 1625 of Protestant parents. Two years later, his family had to leave because the troops of the Emperor occupied and ravaged Oberfals, and started a counter-reformation in the area. He was therefore reared in the Protestant Ansbach-Bayreuth. His family lived in poverty after this resettlement, and Eberhard had to do his best to help his family. In 1647, he enrolled at the University of Leipzig, and already after three years, he defended his Magister Philosophie. Spiess (1881) claims that at many universities this degree was seen as higher than a Doctor degree. In the years that followed his graduation, Weigel began lecturing and soon had an increasing number of students. The rumours of this remarkable lecturer reached the University of Jena. At the time, this university had a growing reputation as a progressive university, where new ideas were taught and discussed.         When their professor of mathematics died in 1652, Weigel was offered a professorship. Only 28 years old, he became professor of mathematics. Here he made quite a career at the university as well as outside. He became a renowned mathematician; he was dean of the Philosophy faculty three times and was also elected rector of the university in 1657, 1675 and 1695. He took an active part in the life and works of the town of Jena and in the dukedom of Saxony-Weimar, and he received many citations and honours. He stayed at the university until his death in 1699. The university had problems finding an auditorium large enough to accommodate all the students that wanted to attend his lectures. His reputation drew students from all over Europe to Jena. Consequently, the university could also hire new professors that further increased its reputation and popularity. During the second half of the 17th century, the university had more students than any other university in Germany. In addition to Pufendorf, 
                                                          14 Döring (1994) footnote 31 p. 32:  P. H. Adlemansthal (d.i. Peter Dahlmann): Vita, Fama et Fatal Literaria     Pufendorfiana. In: Samuels Freyhrn. Von Puffendorf….Gründlicher Bericth von Zustande des H. R. Reichs    Teutscher Nation… Liepzig 1710. 15 Pufendorf recounted, in the prefatory dedication of his Dissertationes academicae sectiores (Sections of      academic dissertations) to his brother Esaias, that he had interested him in ethics and politics, “where he     nowhad discovered natural law as the unifying principle for his polymathic endeavors". 
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Leibniz who had studied one semester in Jena under Weigel in 1663 should be mentioned. Weigel therefore had quite an influence on the thinking of the 17th and 18th century.  In Jena Pufendorf embarked on the study of mathematics, philosophy and natural law. Weigel, who guided him and had a tremendous influence on his spiritual development, taught these subjects simultaneously. Here Pufendorf also learned about the method and philosophy of René Descartes.16 Descartes claimed that genuine knowledge should be marked by clarity and distinctness. Descartes therefore attempted to use Euclidean geometry to demonstrate philosophical propositions. All basic concepts should be defined and certain principles should be formulated as self-evident axioms and postulates. From these, propositions or conclusions may be deduced by rigorous inference. Weigel taught how this Cartesian demonstrative geometrical method could be used to understand and explain human society. He convinced his students of the value of the Cartesian, scientific method in the realm of moral and political philosophy. Under his supervision his students in general, and Pufendorf in particular, were given a thorough introduction to the natural law writings and theories of Grotius and Hobbes, and he emphasized their theories of society. He also stressed the importance of natural science and the philosophical knowledge of Galileo Galilei (1564-1662). Throughout his life, Pufendorf remained gratefully devoted to his eminent teacher and friend. It was in his studies in Jena that he discovered natural law as the unifying principle for his scientific endeavours. Occasional references to Weigel can be found in all of Pufendorf's writings. Because of his influence, Pufendorf soon broke with the Lutheran Scholasticism. Although he never became a Cartesian, he saw that it was useful to learn mathematics to be able to grasp and learn science. After having completed his studies in Jena Pufendorf returned to Leipzig before Christmas of 1657. Here he tried to seek employment, probably with the intent of making an academic career at the university there. However, this turned out to be very difficult. With no money and his unwillingness to compromise, the University seemed to be closed to him.  Albert Weppler (1928:4) claims in his Pufendorf study that he tried to get a position but to no avail. “As an enemy of the established academic learning, too poor and too proud, to beg for favors from the academic rulers he was soon in a great crisis.” He declined, as reported by Erik Wolf (1963:317) in his Pufendorf study, an unacceptable offer from University of Halle, since it included an undesirable marriage. Thirty years later he tells that he was offered “a position and wife” there: “Because both did not appeal to me I asked my brother for the love of God, to find other possibilities for me." Consequently, his brother Esaias came to his rescue and urged him to leave his home country since the opportunities were too few for his ability and qualifications. Esaias had left Germany and joined the Swedish Foreign Service. At this time, he had gained some influence and was able to offer his brother a position as house tutour for the children of the Swedish envoy to Copenhagen. He urged him to accept this position, with the argument that it would open possibilities for a better future career. Pufendorf accepted the offer.   
                                                          
16 John Cottingham in The Penguin Dictionary of Philosophy (1999) contends that Descartes is universally     acknowledged as one of the chief architects of the modern age. 
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Chapter 3. A Creative Imprisonment in Copenhagen.    At the end of April 1658 Pufendorf said farewell to Leipzig and embarked on his journey to Copenhagen. There he was going to join the family of Peter Julius Coyet (1618-1667), who was one of the two Swedish envoys to Denmark-Norway at the court in Copenhagen (Gustav Jacobson 
(1931 B9: 23-33).       However, when he arrived by ship in Copenhagen in the summer of 1658 the timing could not have been worse. The capital was under siege from the Swedish army, which prepared its assaults. The King and citizens of Copenhagen on the other hand prepared its defences. The capital was naturally a hotbed and Pufendorf, as a young and innocent man, became tangled in the troubled times between the Nordic rivals.         In short the situation can be explained in the following way. Frederick III (1609-1670) became king of Denmark-Norway and the duchies of Schleswig-Holstein in 1648. Early in his reign, he made the promise that he would reconquer the territories that his father, King Christian IV (1577-1648), had lost in his wars with Sweden. He saw an opportunity, when King Karl X Gustav (1622-1660) of Sweden became engaged in a war with Poland, and declared war with Sweden in the autumn of 1657.17 Karl X Gustav, however, stood up to the new challenge and made an unexpected and fast move. First, he untangled himself from his affairs in Poland. Thereafter he marched his battle-trained army from Poland through Northern Germany and Schleswig-Holstein and into Southern Jutland, where he met very little resistance. In a risky operation that had not been attempted, either before or after, he moved his army across the frozen ice, first to the island of Fyn, and thereafter, across the ice to the islands of Langeland, Lolland, Falster, and onwards to Zeeland. All resistance was crushed, and in a short while, he threatened to take Copenhagen. King Frederick admitted defeat and, on February 26th 1658, signed a peace treaty in Roskilde. In this humiliating and devastating treaty, vast areas of Norway and Denmark were ceded to Sweden. Norway lost the county of Båhuslen, and more disastrous the counties of Trøndelag and Romsdal, which split the country in two. Denmark lost the island Öland and the counties of Halland, Scania (Skaane) and Blekinge, areas that today form the southernmost parts of Sweden. It was clear from the beginning that this peace was not sustainable. The relations between the contending parties degenerated fast and both kings planned and armed for a new war. Karl X Gustav, who now had lost his touch with reality wanted to create a Nordic grand state with Malmö as its capital, took the initiative and moved first. In the beginning of August 1658, without any declaration of war, he restarted the war and again landed his forces on Zeeland. He took the Danes by surprise. Very soon, he defeated the forces that opposed him and laid a siege on Copenhagen. This siege lasted one and a half years. Several times, He tried to take the city. The first assault was carried out on February 8th 1659, but the defenders had been warned and it failed. So did his later attempts.18 The Danes in general and the inhabitants of Copenhagen in particular flew into a righteous anger over the breach of the peace when the Swedes laid siege on the capital. They mobilised their population and fortified the city. Disregarding diplomatic privileges, the Danes tried to arrest the two Swedish envoys in Copenhagen, Sten Bielke (1624-1684) and Peter Coyet. They claimed that the Swedes had broken the peace without a declaration of war, and therefore did not have the right to protection. They succeeded in arresting Bielke but Coyet, who might have anticipated the Swedish betrayal of the peace, managed to bring himself to safety while leaving his family and their tutor behind. 
                                                          
17 Karl X Gustav, a nephew of Gustav Adolf, became king in 1655 when Queen Kristina (1626-1689), the     daughter of Gustav Adolf, converted to Catholicism and abdicated from the Swedish throne.  18 For a description of the warfare, but unfortunately only in Swedish, see Peter Englund (2000). 
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      Failing to arrest Coyet the Danes seized the minister’s entire retinue, included the house tutor, who had just started his work. The reason given for the arrests was that the Swedish envoys had taken active part in the negotiation of important issues concerning a peace agreement that had been signed in Roskilde. The Danes therefore accused them of treason and claimed that they had no duty to guarantee immunity. The house tutor, Pufendorf, who had started his work in the second half of August, was accused of espionage, and thrown into jail. He sat as a carefully guarded prisoner under very bad conditions at the Kastelle fortress.19 During his imprisonment, he contracted typhus, a fever transmitted by lice.       Throughout more than eight months of harsh captivity, Pufendorf had been deprived of learned books and the possibility of normal contact and conversation with other people. However, in spite of his solitude, he managed to put his incarceration to good use. He reflected and meditated on his studies of natural law and especially upon what he had read in the works of Descartes, Grotius and Hobbes and not least the teaching of his acclaimed professor Weigel. As Herman Schüling (1970) in his Weigel study writes, Pufendorf, whenever his health condition permitted it, began composing for his own diversion, an already planned system of ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy that inaugurated the rest of his career. Maybe he also was inspired, by the fact that Hugo Grotius had used the time when he was imprisoned to write his work on Dutch law. In his own work, Pufendorf attempted to make a synthesis of the philosophies of Grotius and Hobbes, and to construct a system of natural law based on evident and indubitable principles.  After eight months, Coyet managed to convince the Danes that they should release his family and that Pufendorf actually was his house tutor and not a spy and should be released. This happened in April 1659.20 After his release, Pufendorf spent some months to recover from his illness and dreary experience. This recovery took place on Zeeland, first in Helsingör, where Coyet was carrying out negotiation with envoys from England, and thereafter in Roskilde and Sorö.21 In the old Academy of Knights at Sorö, he had access to a library with a substantial number of books. Coyot also received many important books as his part of a library at Ringsted monastery, which was taken as spoils of war by the Swedes.22 After his recovery, Pufendorf travelled with Coyet, who had now become Swedish envoy to Holland, and his two sons to Leiden in the Netherlands. Here they, according to Jacobus Th. de Smidt (1986:94-94), matriculated at the university in March 1660.23  
                                                          
19 Pufendorf’s own description of his imprisonment can be found in his anonymous Gundaeus Baubator     Danicus, Amsterdam 1659. Text in Pufendorf Schriften pp. 125-155. Letter to Eberhard Weigel, Helsingör     17.04 1654, in Briefwechsel pp. 14-15. 20 The powerful European states did not want one state in Northern Europe. In May 1659 representatives from     the Netherland, France and England had met in Den Haag and decided that King Frederik and King Karl     Gustav should be forced to make peace on the basis of the treaty in Roskilde. The countries that had been     engaged in war with Sweden therefore came to Fredrick’s aid. The Dutch fleet landed troops in Copenhagen     and troops from Brandenburg, Poland and the German Emperor moved into Schleswig-Holstein and Jutland.     Karl Gustav’s forces in Jutland surrendered in the summer and his forces on Fyn in November. Negotiations     started in March 1660 and the peace was signed in Copenhagen on May 26th.  Norway got back the two     counties that had divided the country, otherwise the boarders stayed as in the treaty of Roskilde. 21 In his Epistola Ad Amicos fuos per Germaniam (1672:93) Pufendorf describes his sickness, and his travel to     Helsingör, after his release.  22 Otto Walde, (1920). This library of 26 000 volume belonged to the Danish government official Jörgen Seefeld     (1594-1662).  23 Jacobus Th. de Smidt (1986): Das Album Studiosorum 1875, Sp. 479 erwähnt am 31. März 1660 ”J.G.     Coietus, Suecus; Petrus Trotsius, Martinus Trotsius, Samuel Pouffendorf Misnicus, Ephorus horum adoles-     centium 26, J.”        
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Here it should be emphasized that the Netherlands, in the 17th century, in many ways was the melting pot of Europe and widely considered the most progressive and culturally diverse society. Its policy of tolerance made it a haven for many people who feared persecution at home.  The University of Leiden was at the time, Shroto Russell (2005:133), the premier academic institution in the Netherlands and a major European centre of learning. It had ties to the early days of the Dutch rebellion against Spain. Leiden had withstood a Spanish onslaught in 1574, and as a reward for bravery, it was chosen as the site of a university, something that the Dutch provinces needed to become a nation. In a remarkably short time, the university achieved a status equalling that of Bologna or Oxford and became a breeding ground for the 
new nation’s top scientists, politicians, lawyers and religious figures. The Dutch spirit of tolerance pervaded the town. Scientists and scholars from all over Europe came there to study, to teach or to have their books published. Descartes, for example, enrolled at the University in 1630 and Grotius, with his natural law books dominated the way law was taught.  Although there is not much information about Pufendorf’s stay or studies at the University of Leiden, it appears that he pursued studies in classical philology, which at this time was the speciality of the University. Here he made the acquaintance of the great German classical scholar and critic, Johan Friedrich Gronovius (1611-71).24 He became more familiar with the Stoic philosophers, edited, and annotated two studies in this field.25 Bo Lindberg in his study of Natural Law in Uppsala from 1976, claims that this familiarity with the Stoics, to 
would play an important role in his mature system of natural law. During Pufendorf’s stay in Leiden, he also met Spinoza. Unfortunately, they disliked each other both as philosophers and as persons, an antipathy that would prevail throughout their lives.26 However, his acquaintance with Peter Grotius (1610-80), the son of Hugo Grotius, who was the representative in Holland of the Prince Elector of Rhineland-Phalz Karl Ludwig (1617–80), was perhaps most importantly for his future career.27       Pufendorf apparently did not intend to publish the manuscript, which he had started during his captivity in Copenhagen, but he showed what he had written to his teachers and friends. They all strongly urged him to publish it. He followed their advice and the Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, EJU, (Elements of universal jurisprudence), in two books was published in The Hague in 1660.28 However, as argued in the Introduction by Hans Weberg (1922:xi), Pufendorf must have consulted the principal work of Grotius before the manuscript was sent to the publisher. Weberg also adds that all “the original ideas of Pufendorf” are found in it. Thomas Behme (2009:ix) in his Introduction to a new edition claims that Pufendorf with this work inaugurated the modern natural-law movement in the German-speaking world. It certainly established Pufendorf as a major figure in natural law and made the foundation for his later works that were to sweep across Europe and North America.  The book created quite a stir and it earned the author an enviable reputation. However, it was also criticized and some Catholic fundamentalists wanted it banned. Here it should also 
                                                          
   
24 Gronovius was a German classical scholar and critic. He wrote books, he edited and annotated many works by     Roman scholars and he edited Grotius’s De jure belli et pacis in 1660. 25 J. Laurenberg's Graecia antiqua, Amsterdam 1660 and J. Meursius' Miscellanea laconica, Amsterdam 1661. 
26 They both criticized each other. Pufendorf expressed strong views against Spinoza’s views on the state of       nature in DJNG II.2.3.  27 In the Holy Roman-German Empire the electoral princes formally had the function of electing the next      Emperor. However, often they merely formalized what was in fact a dynastic succession. The electoral princes     were quasi-independent rulers within their own domains. 28 References to this work is made to the Claredon Press 1931 edition. For example:EJU:I.Def.I is understood as     Book I. Definition I. 
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be mentioned that Descartes’ books, in spite of Leiden’s reputation for tolerance, had been put on the Index Librorum Prohibitorum (List of Prohibited Books) in 1648 and a few years later it was extended to the whole country. This meant that they were deemed heretical, anti-clerical or lascivious and therefore not considered appropriate reading by the Church.  Following a suggestion by Peter Grotius, Pufendorf had strategically dedicated the book to Prince Elector Karl Ludwig of Rheinland-Phalz. The prince was an alumnus of the University of Leiden. Furthermore, he was at that time known as one of the most splendid and enlightened Calvinist rulers in the Roman-German Empire. Leonard Krieger (1965:18) in his Politics of Discretion claims that; “it was, for Pufendorf, a shrewd selection”. In return for a flattering dedication, the Prince in 1661, on recommendation of Peter Grotius, whom he had a great affinity towards, invited Pufendorf to the University of Heidelberg,29 He told Pufendorf that he would establish a new chair for him. However, when Pufendorf received an offer of a chair in Roman law he turned it down. He expressed a wish to be professor in politics at the Faculty of Law. The professors of the faculty did however not accept this, probably because Pufendorf did not have a degree in law. His magister degree was in philosophy. He then accepted an offer to become “extraordinarius professor iuris gentium (international law) et philologiae” at the Faculty of Philosophy, hoping that he later could turn it into a real professorship in Natural and International law. In October 1961, he was appointed to this position at the university and moved to Heidelberg.    
                                                          
29 Peter Grotius’s father, Hugo Grotius, had, when he was the Swedish ambassador to the court in Paris,     negotiated the release of Prince Karl Ludwig from imprisonment in France.      
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Part II: A True European  Part II tries to answer the following questions: What kind of career did Pufendorf have? What kind of writer and author was he? What was the subjects he included in his writings? Was he a jurist, a philosopher or a writer of political economy? What was the purpose of his natural law works?  Chapter 4. Academic Career   Pufendorf as Professor at University of Heidelberg Although Pufendorf was disappointed that he did not get an appointment at the Faculty of Law, he took up his position at the University of Heidelberg in the autumn of 1661. Because of the 
Thirty Years’ War Rhineland-Phalz was one of the most devastated and depopulated regions of the Roman-German Empire and the university had delayed reopening until 1652, some four years after the war was over. Great challenges therefore also awaited the new professor.  The archive of the university does not have much concrete information about these years 
in general or about Pufendorf’s stay in Heidelberg in particular. Some evidence has, however, been gathered. It is known that most of his time was taken up with lecturing, writings and consulting.  He taught international law, natural law and philology using his own works and the writings of Grotius and the Roman historian Gaius Cornelius Tacitus (56-117). He developed and extended the ideas he had presented in his Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, particularly through a series of dissertations written by him primarily for the use of his students. Finally, like the other university professors, he worked as a consultant and adviser to the Prince Elector Karl Ludwig.  He wrote several opinions for the Prince Elector and was also entrusted with the education of his son.    Pufendorf’s activities were not limited to teaching at the university and being an adviser to the prince. Through the exchange of letters with his brother Essaias and as a subordinate to the diplomat Coyet, he had learned and experienced the importance of having high-level contacts. In Heidelberg, he therefore took care of and worked as a patron for several students who attended his classes. Many of these students had important connections, among them many 
young Swedish noblemen. One of them who lived in Pufendorf’s house was the son of the Swedish State Marshal Earl Gabriel Oxenstierna (1619-73). He also became acquainted with Earl Erik Lindschöld (1634-90), who was preceptor for the illegitimate son of King Karl X Gustav, Earl Gustaf Carlson (1647-1708). Earl Carlson had matriculated at the university in 1663. These contacts turned out to be of importance for his later career.   Accordinhg to Gerald Hartung (1997:viii), Pufendorf never succeeded, in his attempts to get a position at the Faculty of Law at Heidelberg, He made a new effort to join the law faculty in 1664, by vying for a vacant professorship in German constitutional law. Nevertheless, after being spurned once more by the juristic establishment, he had his existing position transformed into a chair in natural law and politics. And so it remained until his relocation to Sweden, but he did indeed lecture in natural law and international law and he was paid as a full professor of law. He filled his appointment with much credit and he drew large audiences of students to his lectures. In spite of his conflicts with the law faculty, his seven years in Heidelberg were among the happiest of his life. An important and satisfying event took place in 1665 when Pufendorf married the widow of one of his deceased colleagues Katharina Elisabetha, born von Palthen (1629-1713). She brought with her into the marriage her daughter Sophia. Together they had two daughters, Christina Magdalena, born 1666, and Emerencia Elisabeth, born 1668. His wife also had a comfortable house, which made it possible for them to take in students not only for 
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room and board but also for tutoring. As mentioned, some of these students were sons of important Swedish aristocrats, and therefore became important for his future career. 
 From Pufendorf’s dissertations and his books, it is clear that his almost eight years in Heidelberg turned out to be very productive. He also supplemented his concrete political education as a chancellor at court by utilizing the excellent university library to further expand his already broad and diverse learning. He was also able to buy new books for both the university and his own library. This became evident in his later work. In short, he read books that had not been available to him before, he researched and he wrote.  His Elementorum Jurisprudentia Universalis has been called the first textbook of natural law. In it, Pufendorf had started his mission to construct an intellectual system of natural law, based on a set of universal principles. He wanted to develop, a comprehensive political and moral philosophy, appropriate to the conditions of modern Europe. However, it follows from his correspondence that he was not satisfied with his work. At the end of his stay in Heidelberg, as noted by Günther Dickel (1961) in his study of the Heidelberg Faculty of Law, Pufendorf had designed and partly completed the manuscript of what became his masterpiece and major work in natural law De Jure Naturae et Gentium (On the Law of Nature and Nations) in eight books.  
 The 1648 Treaty of Westphalia, which ended the Thirty Years’ War, attempted to establish peace in Europe. This treaty had reduced the imperial power of the Roman-German Empire by reducing sovereign princes to territorial princes. The new system created considerable unrest and it caused outbreaks of warfare in the following decades. It was against this background and because he again had been passed over by the law faculty, that Pufendorf in 1667, published under the pseudonym Severinius de Monzambano, his historical and political work: De Statu Imperii Germanici (On the Constitution of the German Empire).30 This book was an expansion of some themes that he had written in two essays to demonstrate his qualification for the chair he unsuccessfully tried to get at the law faculty: Dissertatio de obligatione erga patriam (On the subject of patriotism) from 1663 and Dissertatio the Philippo, Amyntae filio (On the distinction between regular and irregular states) from 1664. Treitschke (1897: 221) claims that Pufendorf later admitted that he had written the book out of anger at being denied a professorship in law. De Statu Imperii Germanici is a broadside and a merciless criticism of the disastrous condition of public law in the Roman-German Empire and the guild of constitutional jurists that defended it. It was completed at the end of 1664, but not published until 1667, at the request of Prince Elector Karl Ludwig, who had nonetheless approved its publication. Simone Zurbuchen (1998:418) in her Pufendorf article, claims that it is well known that Pufendorf termed the Roman-German Empire a “monster” because sovereignty was divided between the emperor and the states. He considered it an “irregular state“, because it represented neither a monarchy nor a confederacy of states.  However, he also points the way to its regeneration through a European commonwealth of sovereign states based on natural and international law. In this sense, he was the first to present a comprehensive theory of the existing European state system. James Tully (1991:xx) in an article on Locke, states that “Pufendorf is the first philosopher of 
modern politics”. Furthermore, Walter Simons (1933:14a) claims, in his Introduction to the 1934 English translation of De Jure Naturae et Gentium, that some of his “ideas came to 
fruition” through the unification of numerous German states into a powerful German Empire by Bismarck.31 Today it can be claimed that peace in Europe, through the construction of the 
                                                          
30 Peter Schröder (1999) The Constitution of the Holy Roman Empire after 1648: Samuel Pufendorf's  Assessment in His Monzambano, The Historical Journal, Vol. 42, No. 4 (Dec.), pp. 961-983.  De Statu Imperii Germanici was published in The Hague, although Geneva was given as the fictive place of  publication. 
31 Otto von Bismarck (1815-1898) nick named “The Iron Chancellor”. 
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European Union, is a better example. In 2012, The European Union got the Nobel Peace Prize 
“for over six decades contributing to the advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy 
and human rights in Europe.”  The book raised ‘a hue and cry’ throughout Germany, and it was quickly banned from universities and condemned by the imperial censor and the Pope, the Empire's spiritual head. Nonetheless, since it expressed what many already thought, but did not dare to say, it soon became very popular among those content to let others risk their views for them.  With this book, Pufendorf’s reputation was also extended to non-academic circles. He achieved both fame and criticism. At the university, however, conflicts arose between him and his colleagues.   Pufendorf as Professor at University of Lund  His brother Esaias, who at this time had risen to prominence and influence in the Swedish foreign service, again intervened on his behalf and effectuated contact between him and the court of King Karl XI (1655-97) of Sweden. In 1666, a new university, Caroline Academy of the Goths (University of Lund), had been established in Scania, the former Danish province conquered by Sweden in 1658. The founders had ambitions to create a university with an international direction. Pufendorf, who now had become famous on a European scale, should make the new academy "illustrious". He was therefore offered a full professorship in natural and international law at the Faculty of Law. His own contacts with young Swedish nobles in his Heidelberg classes and his role as their tutor probably also played an important part in the negotiations. It might also have had some significance that he let it be known that he would dedicate his new book manuscript to the king. At the end of 1667, Pufendorf was offered a full professorship in Lund with a salary substantially higher than the other professors.  
Prince Elector Karl Ludwig had supported Pufendorf’s work and he did not want to lose his now internationally famous scholar. He even asked Pufenforf´s brother Esaias to induce him to remain in Heidelberg. However, when Pufendorf decided to accept the offer from Sweden, he did not place any obstacles in his way. After some months of negotiations, and after seven years at University of Heidelberg, Pufendorf resigned his professorship in 1668 and accepted the offer to become Professor Primarius in Natural Law and to take part in the development of the new university in Lund. There has been some speculation about the reasons for his departure from Heidelberg. Had his conflicts with the professors of law escalated? Had his criticism of the conditions in the Holy Roman German Empire made it impossible for him to continue as a professor? This inquiry did not confirm any of these speculations. His decision to leave was apparently only a career move to improve his fortunes, but no doubt, the increased hostility of his colleagues at Heidelberg, especially after the publication of his De Statu Imperii Germanici, also played a role. His relationship with the Prince Elector was not a factor, as these had remained amicable. Pufendorf always spoke positively of his time in Heidelberg. This is also pointed out by Stig Jägerskiöld (1985:57-70) in his article about Pufendorf in Sweden, he 
explicitly valued the “freedom to philosophize” that he had enjoyed there. In the year 1668, the whole Pufendorf family moved to Lund in Sweden. At the University of Lund, Pufendorf did not put the expectations of his superiors to shame. They held him in high regard, as did his students. Many international students were drawn to Lund because of his reputation. Furthermore, he tutored many students and a substantial number of them lived in his household. In the summer of 1670 he was elected pro-rector. Baron Niels Banér (1654-1684), being an aristocrat held the titular title of rector. 
Pufendorf’s teaching assignments included natural law and international law at the Faculty of 
Law. In 1671, his professorship was also extended to “ethica et polithica”, which was almost equivalent to practical philosophy, at the Faculty of Philosophy.  
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Pufendorf’s time in Lund turned out to be a new productive period in his life, but also a troublesome one. Shortly upon his arrival, he published an anonymous defence of his De Statue Imperii entitled, Dissertatio de republica irregulari (A dissertation on irregular states).32 His next task was to complete the large manuscript he had brought with him from Heidelberg. This was done in the autumn of 1669. He did not want it to be censored in Lund, because he had good reason to fear the result. Therefore, in the spring of 1670, he travelled to Stockholm and 
delivered it personally to his majesty’s government and applied for a printing permit. This was granted in the summer the same year. In 1672 his long awaited masterpiece De Jure Naturae et Gentium, DJNG, (On the Law of Nature and Nations) in eight books was published in Lund.33 According to Carl Fehrman et al. (2004) in their study about the learning in Lund, it was the first academic book published in Lund that had a European dispersion. This work was an important enlargement of his Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis and the result of years of studies and research at Heidelberg. His friends as well as his enemies had eagerly awaited it. According to Will and Ariel Durant (1963) in their Story of Civilization, this work was Pufendorf’s "chef d'oevre". It was the first comprehensive exposition of the state of the art in natural law, which included jurisprudence, ethics, government and political economy.  However, Pufendorf was still not fully satisfied with his work and during the next years, he was pondering how it could be improved. A further substantial enlarged and revised edition was therefore published in Amsterdam in 1688. According to Fiammetta Palladini (2008) in her article Pufendorf Disciple of Hobbes, this last enlarged edition had significant changes, which emphasized the similarities to the English natural law philosopher Richard Cumberland (1631-1718) and Stoicism, and perhaps made its problematic Hobbesian inheritance less obvious. It is this 1688 edition that has been used in this investigation.  Shortly after this work was first published in 1672, strong reactions came from two prominent theologians in Lund, Professor Josua Schwartz (1632-1709) and the Bishop and Pro-chancellor Peder Winstrup (1605-79). Their reaction proved that Pufendorf’s fears had been real. The specific argument that was used against him was, he claimed, based on the Lutheran 
orthodoxy’s limited understanding of natural law. They accused him of heresy and atheism and claimed that the book was a prescription for anarchy and godlessness. They also asserted that the author was an enemy of religion and government, and which was particularly offensive, a seducer of youth.  
The reason for the controversy can be seen in Pufendorf’s effort to build a natural law and a standard of morality capable of uniting a Europe divided by confessional differences. He did this by emphasizing that the study and practice of natural law should be distinguished from civil jurisprudence and the institutions of civil law on the one hand and from moral theology and divine law on the other. For Pufendorf, this was extremely important because he grew up 
in Saxony during the Thirty Years’ War, and had seen the destruction and violence a war partly based on religious disagreements brought to the people. He tried to achieve his aim by building an ethics of natural law that did not have any attachment to confessional differences.  
 The year after, in 1673, Pufendorf published, again in Lund, an abridged version of his main work called De Officio Hominis et Civis Juxta Legem Naturalem, DOH, (The Duty of Man and Citizen According to the Natural Law) in two books.34 The first book treats the duties of the individual and the second book the duties that arise from membership in a community. A unifying theme in the two books is that man is not alone but is instead a social creature whose 
                                                          
32 This was later included in his Dissertationes. 33 References to this work is made to the Clarendon Press 1934 edition. Translation from the third edition     Amsterdam 1688. For example; I.i.1:3 is understood as Book I, Chapter 1, Section 1 and page 3. 34 References to this work is made to The Cambridge text in The History of Political Thought, Cambridge     University Press 1991. DOH.I.ii.3 is understood as Book I, Chapter ii, Section 3. 
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conduct should be governed by the necessity of community life. It is ‘excerpted almost entirely’ from his main natural law work, but it is more normative. Furthermore, it does not include the long and often tedious arguments that support his conclusions. In his major work, we are almost overwhelmed by quotations from Greek and Roman philosophers, Roman laws, the Bible, the Koran and contemporary sources. This is not the case with his abridged version. Here it should be noted that Michael Seidler (1990:56) who refers to Pierre Laurent (1982) found that De Officio is more than an abridged De Jure Naturae et Gentium, “He finds therein an important expansion of Pufendorf’s natural theology as well as an effort to base his naturalistic ethics - in contrast to Kant - upon a theodicy.”  
What was Pufendorf’s own motivation for publishing this abridged version? The answer can partly be found in his dedication to Lord Gustav Otto Steenbock (1614-85), Chancellor of the University of Lund. This dedication is a tribute in return for the protection the chancellor gave him when he was grievously criticised by his colleagues, shortly after the publication of his major work.  Lord Steenbock had granted Pufendorf tenure in his university position, and thereby made it clear that he had the support of the highest authority of the university.  The preface entitled “To the benevolent reader - greetings” reveals his persistent pedagogical intent. It is clear that his aim was to produce an introductory textbook, ‘a student 
edition’ it can be called, for students and lay people.  However, he also had another reason for this popularization. He wanted to counter and refute his above-mentioned detractors, who had 
written ‘a bull of excommunication’ against him. At first the effect of his counterattack was like throwing petrol onto a fire but ultimately the dispute strengthened his reputation tremendously. His De Officio Hominis et Civis became an international ‘best seller’, and it became the standard textbook on natural law for the next hundred years. The study of natural law became fashionable among academic scholars, students and educated people in Lutheran, Calvinist, Anglican and Presbytarian Europe and North America.  Following the publications of his two natural law works Pufendorf also wrote his essay De statu hominum naturalis (On the natural status of men) which was published in 1675.  The conflict in Lund, according to Bo Lindberg (1941), developed into a great international ‘brouhaha’ among academics when Pufendorf’s colleague at the Faculty of Law, Professor Nicolas Beckman, anonymously published his Index Noviatatum (An Index of Certain Novelties) in Giessen in 1673. This index was presented as a survey of dangerous asseverations.  There was, in fact, no theological basis for his attack. He was, instead, trying to 
take advantage of the theologians’ animosity to Pufendorf. Beckman simply had a grudge and a hope that he would get back a position he had lost at the university. In the beginning, it looked like Beckman, who used extremely harsh words, might realize his hopes when the authorities 
in Saxony decided to prohibit the sale of Pufendorf’s major natural law work. This drew Pufendorf into bitter conflicts with professors there that lasted several years. In this context, it should be noted that it was not only the attackers that used harsh words. In a letter to Christian Thomasius at University of Halle Pufendorf stated (Fehrman et al. 2004:22): "We are dealing with thick-skinned animals, and therefore we have to stick them with the dung-fork". The religious coloration of some of the accusations against Pufendorf made it look for some time like the attacks would do serious damage to him. However, due to his longstanding connection in the higher circles of government, he had the support of the authorities. Since he had had De Jure Naturae investigated and approved in Stockholm a prohibition had been issued against any criticism of the work, and when Beckman was exposed as the man behind the attacks he lost his position and his honour. The Index was burned by the executioners at the marketplace in Lund. However, in the following years Pufendorf was attacked by a row of German theologians. By wit and arguments, he managed to vindicate both his doctrine and his character. He did it in a series of explanatory essays, and it was done so successfully that his numerous hordes of enemies were silenced and his public honour increased.  
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 Pufendorf As Historiographer In Stockholm In 1676, a new war broke out between Denmark-Norway and Sweden. The Danish army invaded Scania and seized Lund for a period. Even though King Karl XI defeated the invaders, the university remained closed for a few years. This event led the king to offer his displaced professor of natural law, who also had gained a reputation as a political scientist, the combined 
position as Royal Swedish Historiographer and State Counsellor at the king’s court in Stockholm. This offer probably came about through the intervention and arrangement of 
Pufendorf’s benefactor Erik Lindschöld (1634-1690). In 1677, the new court historian moved with his family, and settled in Stockholm. Here he continued to maintain close contacts with important people in the Swedish power elite, such as Chancellor Magnus Gabriel De la Gardie (1622-1686), Earl Eric Lindschöld and even with the abdicated Queen Kristina (1626-1684), who resided in Rome. Beginning in 1682, Pufendorf also functioned as privy councillor and private secretary to the dowager queen, Hedwig Elenora (1636-1715). However, he did not have anything to do with political affairs, except for a small tract he wrote about the relations between Sweden and France.  At the University of Lund, Pufendorf had also lectured on history and politics. During his time in Stockholm, he concentrated his work on historical, political and theological studies. However, he did not totally abandon his work on natural law; he continuously pondered how he could improve it, and as mentioned, it led to an enlarged edition. published in Frankfurt in 1684 and Amsterdam 1688. In the following years he published in Stockholm several works of importance. His encyclopaedic works in European history and comparative politics, Einleitung zur Historie der Vornehmsten Reiche und Staaten so itziger Zeit in Europa sich befinden (Introduction to the history of the principle realms and states of Europe to the present time) was published in 1682-86. It was explicitly intended as a textbook for politically aspiring young aristocrats and it became a standard historical work across Europe. In 1686, he published Commentariorum de rebus Suecicis libri 26 ab expeditione Gustavi Adolphi in Germaniam ad abdicationem usque Christiane (History of Sweden from Gustav Adolf’s campaign in Germany to the abdication of Kristina) in 26 books, based on public records. Here he introduced careful and objective empirical studies of archives and gave in this history of Sweden and Northern Europe an effective example of his new method of historical insight.35 Today he is therefore regarded as a progenitor of nineteenth century historicism. In the same year, he also collected and published a series of polemic essays called Eris Scandica (Scandinavian Quarrel), which he had written to refute the numerous attacks directed at his works. It includes his essay De origine et progressu disciplinae juris naturalis (On the origin and progress of the discipline of natural law). Simone De Angelis (2004) claims that this work not only reveals Pufendorf as a consummate polemicist but it is also valuable for the clarification of important points in his natural law treatises, and as an entry into the bitter debates (in Germany) between early modern natural lawyers and the conservative Lutheran scholastics, whom they challenged. In 1687, he published De habitu religionis christianae ad vitam civilem (On the nature of Christian religion in relation to civil life) in response to the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685 by King Louis XIV of France.36 In this book, Pufendorf discussed the relationship between church and state and he energetically advocated freedom of conscience and religion, toleration and the subordination of the church to the state. During a journey to Berlin in 1684, with the purpose of gathering archival materials, Pufendorf 
                                                          
35 English translation: Samuel Pufendorf the Complete History of Sweden in 2 volumes. Translator Charles W.     Brockwell. J. Brudenel, London 1702. Reprinted Folcroft Library Editions, Folcroft, PA. 1977. 36 The Edict of Nantes issued on 13 April 1598, by Henry IV of France, granted the Calvinist Protestants, also      known as Hugenots, substantial rights. King Henry aimed primarily to open a path for secularism and      tolerance.  
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entered into negotiations with the Great Electoral Prince of Brandenburg and Duke of Prussia Friederich Wilhelm I (1620-1688). The Electoral Prince made him an offer to come and work for him in Berlin. The same year he was elevated to the Swedish aristocracy by King Karl XI, maybe to tempt him to stay in Stockholm. However, in the beginning of 1688, after almost three years of negotiation enough diplomatic tangles had been resolved to allow Pufendorf to accept the offer to become historiographer and judicial counsellor in Berlin. After an agreement was reached between Karl XI and Friederich Wilhelm I, he was formally on loan for two years, but with the understanding that he would not return permanently to Sweden. After 11 years in Stockholm he moved with his family to Berlin in the late summer of 1688.   Pufendorf as Historiographer in Berlin It is not known for sure why Pufendorf decided to change employers. It might at the time, according to Seidler (1990), have been attractive for two reasons. First, he makes the 
observation that by this time Prussia’s power was ascending while Sweden’s was in decline, and he asserts that Pufendorf was eager to serve the strongest monarch. Brandenburg had, during the last decade, replaced Sweden as the main defender of an increasingly beleaguered Protestantism now squeezed between Catholic Austria and France. Second, he points to the fact that Sweden's internal affairs had also taken a sharp turn to the right, toward monarchical absolutism and religious conservatism. In addition, he also noted that Pufendorf could have been drawn to Prince Elector Friederich Wilhelm I by their common view on the revocation of the Edict of Nantes. The book Pufendorf had written on religion was also dedicated to him. As a leader of the Protestant opposition to this act of Catholic intolerance, Friedrich Wilhelm I with his Edict of Potsdam from 1685, opened Prussia to religious refugees from France. Pufendorf might therefore have thought that he, by moving to Berlin, could have some positive influence on the political and intellectual development in Germany In Stockholm it is also a fact that Pufendorf's working conditions had changed. Although he still had close relations with King Karl XI and the dowager queen Hedwig Eleonora, some of his main supporters at court had died or been dismissed. His historical research and writings had also begun to approach his older contemporaries and as a consequence some tension appears to have risen between him, in his role as an autonomous historian, and some members of the Swedish aristocracy. In addition, his brother Esaias, whose pro-French stance was out of favour, left the Swedish Foreign Service and took up a position in Denmark in 1687.37  In the autumn of 1688 Pufendorf moved to Berlin with his family, and started in the position he had accepted, serving under Friederich Wilhelm I. Shortly after his arrival Wilhelm 
died, so he continued serving under Friederich Wilhelm’s son, Friederich III (1688-1713). Frederich III also appointed Pufendorf court councillor. The same year he was ennobled into the Prussian aristocracy and in 1690, he was made baron in the German-Roman Empire. As court councillor he obtained considerable influence and worked closely with his friend Eberhard von Danckelman (1643-1722), who for many years was de facto Prime minister of Brandenburg-Prussia in the years 1692-97,38    In Berlin he first completed De rebus a Carolo Gustavo Sueciae rege gestis commentariorum (The achievements of King Karl Gustav of Sweden based on public records), in seven books. This work was not published until two years after his death in 1694. He then began writing history books concerned with the reign of the two sovereigns mentioned, and continued his works on theological issues. De rebus gestis Friederici Wilhemi Magni Electoris Brandenburgici commentariorum (The achievements of Friedrich Wilhelm the Great, Elector of Brandenburg, based on public records) in nineteen books was completed in 1692, but also 
                                                          
37 Esaias Pufendorf was in 1689 sentenced to death in absentia by a Swedish court, accused of having left his     last Swedish post without permission.  38 Eberhard Christoph Baltasar Freiherr von Dankelman. 
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not published until one year after his death. He had also started his work De rebus gestis Friderici III, Electoris Brandenburgici, post primi Borussiae Regis (The achievements of Friedrich III Elector of Brandenburg later Friedrich I of Preussia) in three books, but did not manage to finish it.  This work was not published before 1734. During his historical work, he had access to and used with assurance the documents of the state archives. He did not hesitate to use even the most secret documents. This created, Kåre Foss (1934:262) claims, “a storm of 
embitterment” at foreign courts. There was some effort to confiscate and if possible to destroy all copies of these works.  In 1692, Pufendorf also finished his second work on religion Jus feciale divinium cive de consensus et dissensu protestantium (The law of covenants, or on the consensus and dissension among Protestants). This work was not published until after his death in 1694. In this work, a system of a new theology is in the forefront. Here he discussed the possibility of reconciliation and the development of a confessional union between the Lutheran and the Calvinist reformed churches. Since Pufendorf was strongly in favour of religious and political tolerance, he favoured such a union.  In the spring 1694, Pufendorf took upon himself to make a journey to Stockholm. He had two reasons for this venture. First, he wanted to retrieve a manuscript about the history of King Karl X, which the Swedes had held back when he left for Germany and second, he wanted to follow the call of King Karl XI. The king had decided, because of his outstanding work during his stay in Sweden, to ennoble him as a baron. The manuscript was released when Pufendorf formally agreed not to alter the text. He then received royal permission to publish and was allowed to take a copy of the manuscript to Berlin. He also became a Swedish baron. However, his journey and success proved a pyrrhic victory. A stroke or aneurism while in Stockholm, which led to other medical complications, combined with a strenuous return journey, were too much for the ageing scholar. He succumbed shortly after his arrival home in Berlin, on October 26th 1694. Pufendorf was inhumed in St. Nikolai kirche.39 On his tombstone, which today can be seen inside the church, is engraved “fama per totum orbem” (“his reputation 
is spread all over the world”). 
  
                                                          
39 St. Nicolai kirche was totally destroyed at the end of WWII. However, Pufendorf’s tombstone was rescued     from the ruins, and the church has been rebuilt. 
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Chapter 5. A Champion of the Enlightenment  
In retrospect, Pufendorf’s life can be seen as a long, but rapid, journey where he worked diligently both to make life better for himself and his family, but also through his work to improve the conditions in Europe and make it better to live in for all. Born in a time of turmoil and violence and seeing the consequences of unscrupulous wars, destructions and human sufferings around him, his main vision was to enlighten people about the right conditions for enduring peace. The means to make this vision true were his academic writings, his teaching of students, his tutoring of prospective civil servants, and his work as a political advisor to three important, and given the conditions of the time, enlightened Protestant statesmen.   
Pufendorf’s Writings James Tully (1991:xiv-xv) argues that Pufendorf’s writings can be divided into three groups. The first group is his attempts to construct a comprehensive political and moral philosophy based on a set of universal principles or natural laws. It is developed primarily in his three texts: Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis from 1660, De Jure Naturae et Gentium from 1672 and De Officio Hominis et Civis from 1673. However, this approach was somewhat moved aside when, the Danish army, in an attempt to reconquer lost territory, captured Lund in 1676. The university closed and Pufendorf moved to Stockholm and took up his work as a royal historiographer and councillor at the Swedish court. There he did not completely give up his natural law writings but he consetrated on historical analyses. 
The second group is therefore Pufendorf’s attempt to analyse the relations within and among contemporary European states. He did this by means of a comparative and historical analysis of their interest and relative powers with a view to predictions and recommendations to state builders in general and the rulers he served in particular. His main source for this analysis was the state archives. When he moved to Berlin in 1688, he continued these writings. His numerous books of historical writings, as noted in the previous chapter, belonged to this group. However, special attention should be drawn to his monumental introduction to the history of the principal state of Europe. This work Tully (1991:xv) asserts; “with its rigorous concept of state interest and relative powers and its comprehensive design, was republished 
throughout the eighteenth century”. A number of other history writers across Europe, adopted the method he used and to some extent just copied him. One of these was the Dano-Norwegian natural law philosopher and author Ludvig Holberg (1684-1754),40 
The third group compromises Pufendorf’s attempts to define the correct subordinate relations of religion to politics in Protestant states after the Peace of Augsburg, which recognized diversity within Christianity. He advocated toleration and the unification of the different Protestant creeds. His views on these issues is primarily expressed in his two earlier mentioned essays: De habitu religionis christianae ad vitam civilem (On the nature of Christian religion in relation to civil life) published in 1687, and Jus feciale divinium cive de consensus et dissensu protestantium (The law of covenants, or on the consensus and dissension among Protestants) finished in 1692, and published posthumously in 1695.41 A short discussion of 
Pufendorf’s religious views can be found in Zurbuchen’s (2002) Introduction to the Liberty found editions of these two religious essays. A more thorough representation of his views on theological issues are carried out by Horst Rabe (1958) in his book Naturrecht un Kirche beid Samuel von Pufendorf.   
                                                          
40 Ludvig Holberg’s first book En introduksjon til historien til Europas nasjoner (An introduction to the history     of the European nations) was published in Copenhagen in 1711. 41 These two essays, with and Introduction by Simone Zurbuchen have been published by Liberty Fund in 2002,      in its Natural Law and Enlightenment Classics, with Knud Haakonssen as the General Editor.  
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 The idea of an objective moral and judicial order based on human nature is as old as philosophy. Formulated as a doctrine and called natural law it is usually connected with Stoic and Roman jurists in the antiquity, with the Schoolmen, particularly from Thomas Aquinas (c.1225-74) to Francois Suarez (1548-1617) in the Middle Ages, and with the 16th and 17th century political theorists, in particular Hugo Grotius, Thomas Hobbes, Samuel Pufendorf and John Locke (1632-1704). Some of the terms used have survived the development through the centuries, more or less unchanged: human reason, justice and the belief that society is created through some sort of agreements.  The idea of a natural moral order can, according to Bo Lindberg (1976), function in two ways: it can be seen in opposition to the present political order and will therefore have in it a revolutionary content or it can view the present order as reasonable and necessary and will therefore favour this order. The first interpretation can be found with the Greek Sophists (400 BC), who criticized slavery, and with the Monarchomachs,42 and others who fought against the absolute power of the kings in the 15th and 16th century, and with revolutionaries in France and North America in the late 17th century. The second interpretation defended the existing order, dominated by the Catholic culture in the late Middle Ages, and in the Lutheran culture in the 16th and 17th century.   This could imply that the philosophers belonging to the last strand, such as Pufendorf, did not contribute to the political and social upheavals and progress that occurred in Europe and America in these centuries. Nothing could, however, be more wrong.  It is true that most 17th century natural law philosophers defended the rulers they served and thereby the existing order. There were at least two reasons for this fact. First, this century was characterized by upheavals, wars, destruction, extreme violence and death. To advocate radical changes in state governance or revolutions against the present rulers would probably only create more havoc and devastation. Second, they had no choice. During these years, there were limited legal protection for most people, and freedom of expression did not exist in most European countries. Consequently, there were limits to what scholars could write without losing the support of their benefactors and thereby their livelihood, or even their heads. Considering these facts, it is astounding how they in their writings dared to discuss both improvements, and alternatives to the present order. Alternatively, they left so much ambiguity in their discussions that their writings could be used by their descendants to advocate political changes.   Pufendorf’s writing was also open to interpretation. He can be characterized as an eclectic who united authoritarian and liberal elements. This approach made it possible to break away parts of his doctrines and use them in new connections. He also developed his theories in connection with the political realities in existing states. He was not a radical, who wanted violent changes and he did not challenge the masters he served. Furthermore, he also needed his benefactors support in his controversies with his colleagues at the universities of Heidelberg and Lund, and most importantly in his struggle with the leaders of the Lutheran orthodoxy in many European countries. These struggles with his adversaries were fierce at the time and could have seriously threatened his position, without him having the support of his masters. However, these clashes also strengthened his position and made him a well-known scholar in the 17th century. Knud Haakonssen (1996:43), in his study Natural law and moral philosophy, claims for example, that there are several ambiguities in Pufendorf’s representation of his natural law, but that “these ambiguities gave rise to a debate which lasted for a generation or more, and which 
was as fierce as any in the history of philosophy”. Furthermore, “it also helped to secure to 
                                                          42 The Monarchomachs were originally French Hugenots who opposed absolute monarchy at the end of the 16th    century. Later meaning "those who fight against monarchs". 
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Pufendorf an influence that was European in scope and lasted well into the eighteenth century”. Ibid. Therefore, when Jonathan I. Israel (2001:802) in his study Radical Enlightenment, calls Pufendorf “a German natural law theorist” he is positively wrong. Pufendorf was a true European scholar. Michael Seidler (1990) argues that there were two kinds of streams of natural law during the 17th century. One stream draws heavily on medieval and Renaissance scholasticism and attempted consciously to integrate its own doctrine with Christian revelation. As a consequence, it had a theological character. The German philosopher Gottfried Leibniz  represented this stream. The other stream owed more to antiquity and its humanist revival in the Renaissance as well as to modern science, while deliberately trying to conflict with Christian doctrine. Religion was "natural" instead of revealed. Grotius, Hobbes and Pufendorf, to mention the most important, represented this stream.  Grotius and His Followers Selden, Hobbes and Cumberland Pufendorf outlines in his De Jure Naturae an historical account of the development of modern natural law.43The founder is Hugo Grotius and his important followers were the Enlish jurist John Selden (1584-1654), Thomas Hobbes and Richard Cumberland. To understand Pufendorf it is helpful to know something about these scholars. Their basic ideas will therefore be briefly outlined.   Hugo Grotius was born in Delft in Holland. Arthur Eyffinger (1982) in his Inventory of the poetry of Hugo Grotius, contends that his Latin verses,44which he wrote before he was nine years old, gave early proof of his genius. He was admitted into the University of Leiden in 1595, when he was only twelve years old. Here he studied several disciplines, among them theology, jurisprudence, mathematics and philology. In 1598, he accompanied the Dutch ambassador to France. The same year he became Doctor of Jurisprudence at the University of Orleans. His treatise Mare Liberum (On the Freedom of the Seas), which was published in 1609, became a famous manifesto advocating free navigation and free trade. In Holland it earned him such a reputation, that he was entrusted to lead a delegation to Great Britain to settle a dispute concerning fishing rights in the North Sea.   Unfortunately, Grotius got involved in a theologically and politically infected dispute. Although he had a sincere belief in tolerance and tried to prevent religious conflicts, he was brought to trial. In 1619, he received a sentence of life imprisonment in the fortress of Lowenstein. Here he was allowed free time, and he used it to study and to write. Among his writings was the treatise Bewijs van den waren Godsdienst (On the Truth of the Christian Religion), written entirely in didactic verse. It has been claimed to be the first textbook in Christian apologetics. William Enfield (1837:624f) in his The History of Philosophy from the Earliest Period, has pointed out that this essay was translated into eleven languages, among them Arabic, Persian, Indian and Chinese. Another important publication was his Institutionen des Holländischen Rects (Institutions of Dutch Law). It saw more than 30 editions.   After two years of confinement, Grotius, with the help of his wife, managed a dramatic escape, first to Brabant and later to Antwerp and Paris, where he got a small pension from the French government.45 During his time in exile he completed his great natural law work De Jure Belli ac Pacis (On the Law of War and Peace) in three volumes. It was published in Paris in 1625. When Cardinal Richelieu (1585-1642)46deprived Grotius of his pension, he left Paris in 1631 and returned to Holland. However, the authorities found his stay unacceptable, and when an order for his arrest was issued, six months later, Grotius continued to Hamburg. In 1634, he 
                                                          
43 Seidler (2013) argues that Pufendorf’s account is disputed. 44 Poemata Collects published in Leyden 1610 and reprinted many times. 45 Grotius hid in an empty basket, which his wife had used to bring him books, and was carried out. 46 First Chief Minister to the French King Louis XIII. 
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accepted an offer from Queen Kristina of Sweden to become her ambassador to the French court. He had been strongly recommended for this position by the Swedish Chancellor Axel Oxenstierna. Returning to Paris, he worked for almost ten years diligently, in very difficult negotiations, to create peace in a war-torn Europe. When the French King Louis XIII (1601-43) called back his ambassador in Stockholm, Queen Kristina reciprocated and called Grotius back to Stockholm. Cornelia M. Ridderikhoff 1995:169. To his disappointment, she now wanted to include him in a group of eminent scholars at her court. He declined and resigned from his position as ambassador. On his voyage back to Holland, his ship wrecked, he fell ill and died in Rostock in 1645.  
  Grotius’s fame rests primarily on the content and diffusion of his treatise De Jure Belli.47 Here his main objective is to describe the rules that should exist in peace and in war primarily between independent states. He hoped that this would bring an end to unscrupulous wars and human sufferings.48Here it is, however, appropriate to point out that Richard Tuck (1995:xxi),  
claims that Grotius “was in fact much more of an apologist for aggression and violence than  
many of his more genuinely pacific contemporaries”.  Today Grotius is considered by most to be one of the fathers of modern natural and international law. However, it should be stressed that some, like Michael Zuckert (1994:xvii), in his Natural Rights and the New Republicanism, are satisfied by saying that “he introduces 
major changes into the existing doctrines”. Using the term "modern" emphasises the fact that natural law, as mentioned, played an important role among Greek and Roman philosophers of law. The scholastic theologians and jurists of the Reformation later adopted their views. All of them used the term jus naturae. Grotius bypassed and broke free from the Schoolmen and the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century jurists of the church. He rediscovered the Greek and Roman philosophers, like Aristotle and the Roman philosopher and orator Marcus Tellius Cicero (106-43), and found the source of what is right and wrong in human nature. He did mention that natural law also had its source in God, but states daringly, although carefully phrased in the Prolegomena to his De Jure Belli, that natural law would remain unchanged even if God did not exist.  
“What we have been saying would have a degree of validity even if we should concede that which cannot be conceded without the utmost wickedness, that there is no God, or 
that the affairs of men are of no concern to Him.”49  Pufendorf’s thesis is that Grotius succeeded in secularizing natural law. His natural law had only to do with our living together in this world, and had nothing to do with our relation with God and salvation. God had, strictly speaking, no importance for natural law. It is developed from reason and human nature, and these rules would exist even if God did not exist. It was therefore not until Grotius that the principles of natural law were seen as independent of divine sanctions. Torsten Gihl (1932:42) in his article about Pufendorf and natural law, supports this view and claims that Grotius carried out "what one could call the de-Christianization or secularization of natural law".50 Michael Nutkiewcez (1992) in his article on Pufendorf, points out that; “Scholars have not noticed that his bold assertion has its model in the philosophy of 
the Spanish Scholastic Francisco Suarez.” In his discussion of Roman Law in International Law, Randall Lesaffer (2005:46) argues that only from Grotius onwards did natural law depart from bordering “with Christian morality and the Thomistic tradition and came to be perceived 
as truly universal.” Nevertheless, this departure did not go without a long struggle. Tanya 
                                                          47 De Jure Belli has been translated to many languages, among them Dutch, English, French, Italian and Russian, and published in numerous editions, which can be found in private and public libraries all around  the world.  48 In his Introduction to the Liberty Fund translation and edition of Grotius’s The Rights of War and Peace.  49 See also Andreas H. Aure (2014). 50 Seidler (1990:17-18) mentions some authors who question this statement but he himself supports it. 
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Kevorkian (2007:115), in her book about Baroque Piety, writes; “While the Christian natural law tradition became obscure after 1700, it was common currency throughout the 17th century; 
its proponents included Veit Ludwig von Seckendorff and Gottfried Wilhelm Leibnitz.”51 She adds that their natural law was connected to the Lutheran Aristotelian tradition with emphasis on the Ten Commandments. This view is in marked opposition to the natural law of Grotius and his secularist German followers: Pufendorf and Thomasius.   The foundation of Grotius’ theory can be summarized as follows: law and right are human constructions with their origins in human nature. We therefore have to understand human nature. Grotius starts out by first describing the sceptical view, represented by the Greek philosopher Carneades (214-129 BC), that humans in their actions are led by nothing other than their own interests and that those who try to act just are simple beings and therefore will lose. Against this, Grotius contends that in human nature there exists a “societatis appetitus”, a quest for a quiet and peaceful coexistence with other people. This implies that people not only look after their own interests but also the interests of their fellow beings. Reason will tell us the rules that will be in accordance with the demands of society (fellowship). The comprehensive principle of natural law and its source is the need to preserve peaceful coexistence (“societatis 
custiodia”) among men. What is special for humans is not their care for their own preservation, since man has this in common with all living creatures. What is special for humans is their 
”sociableness”.52   Human reason will inform us how this desire and craving for intercourse with other 
humans can be satisfied; reason is man’s means to decide what is right and what is wrong. Right is what is good for the preservation of peaceful coexistence, and wrong is what hurts this. From these premises, Grotius deduced a system of natural and international law, which included what today would be termed jurisprudence, social sciences and political economy.   A natural law developed from reason sounded very attractive in that age, where a rationalistic, geometrical axiomatic ideal of science was in the process of breaking through. Natural law was a dictatum reactae rationis (dictate of right reason) and its basic foundation had the character of mathematical axioms. It gave natural law a scientific imprimatur and great power. The new discipline appealed, as argued by Seidler (2013), to concrete observations, 
“attempting thereby to create a shared outlook possessing both systematic coherence and 
empirical plausibility”.  Another important element in the doctrine of Grotius was his theory of agreements, the idea that society and its various constructions are based on agreements between people placed on equal footing, and who originally had equal rights. This was not a new thought either. It can be found in Roman law, and the German jurist Johannes Althusius (1557-1638) had made it a central element in his theory of society.53 With Grotius it became part of natural law, and, as will be clear later, was taken over by Pufendorf.   John Selden was born in Sussex, England in 1584. In 1600, he was admitted to Hall College Oxford. Already in 1612 he was called to the bar. He is known as both a scholar of England's ancient laws and constitution, and a scholar of Jewish law. In 1623, Selden became a member of parliament and he served in several parliaments until 1649. All through these years he continued to be a staunch supporter of parliamentary rights, and a steady opponent of the 
                                                          
51 Veit Ludwig von Seckendorff (1626-1692) German statesman and scholar.  Gottfried Wilhelm Leibnitz     (1646-1716).   52 Prolegomena 6-8. The term ‘sociableness’ is taken from the Stoic. Prolegomena 6. 
53 Politica Methodice Digesta, Atque Exemplis Sacris et Profanis Illustrata (Politics Methodically Digested, 
    Set Forth and Illustrated with Sacred and Profane Examples), Frederick Smith Carney (Editor), Liberty Fund,  
    Indianapolis, 1995. 
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crown's prerogative. In 1618, he wrote Mare Clausum (The Closed Sea). This work, which was 
a reply to Grotius’s Mare Librum, was, however, not published until 1635. His main work De Jure Naturali et Gentium Juxta Disciplinam Ebraeorum (The Law of Nature and Nations according to the Method of Abraham) was published in 1640. Here he tries to find the source of natural law in the Old Testament. Selden is by many considered ‘the father of English legal 
history’.  Thomas Hobbes was born in Wiltshire, England in 1588. He entered Magdalen Hall College Oxford in 1603, where he studied Scholastic philosophy with little enthusiasm but did well in Logic. He received a bachelor degree in 1608. His first book, Elementorum Philosphie Sectio Tertia De Cive (The Citizen), was published in 1642. The English text appeared in 1651 as Philosophical Rudiments Concerning Government and Society. This book was the third part of a planned trilogy on body, man and citizen. The outbreak of civil war in England persuaded him to write the third part first. His philosophical starting point can be found on one of the first pages: "We must therefore resolve that the origin of all great and lasting societies consisted not in the mutual good will men had towards each other, but in the mutual fear they had for each other." The year 1651 also saw the publication of Hobbes’s most famous work, Leviathan, or, The Matter, Form, and Power of a Commonwealth Ecclesiastical and Civil. In 1655, he published De Corpore (The Body) and, in 1656, Questions Concerning Liberty, Necessity and Chance. The second part of his treatise, De Homine (The Man) came in 1658. Several works were published posthumously.  In both The Citizen and in Leviathan Hobbes, according to Perez Zogorin (2009:12) in his Hobbes and the Law of Nature, "regarded moral philosophy and natural law as one and the same, ...".  Like Grotius, Hobbes saw the source of what is right and wrong in human nature. However, in The Citizen, he claims that the craving for intercourse between people is not the driving force but fear and pure egoism: “the disposition of men are naturally such that, except they be restrained through fear and some coercive power, every man will dread and distrust 
each other”. If men seek intercourse, it occurs out of fear or because they believe that profit could be made from it. In the natural state, everyone has the same equal and unlimited right to everything. This will, however, result in “a war all against all” and will consequently lead to self-destruction.54 Concern for self-preservation makes it therefore necessary for men to seek an agreement of cooperation or commonwealth with each other. This commonwealth must, however, be based on a covenant where each gives up a part of one's unrestricted right. From this it follows that, with the opposite starting point, Hobbes had reached a similar result as Grotius. With his thorough, acute and well formulated analysis Hobbes became one of the most famous thinkers of his time. His writings were widely read not only in England but also on the Continent, where his work was admired. This was particularly the case in France. However, his materialism, that denied the existence of minds, spirits and divine beings, aroused strong attacks from theologians, philosophers and politicians across Europe and North America. He exerted a powerful influence also on his critics, and they were many. In particular, it was his probing and confident writings, expressing hard deterministic and materialistic views that made him both famous and infamous and brought upon him a hoard of angry, hostile attackers. In his The Hunting of Leviathan Samuel Mintz (1962) claims that Leviathan was censured in Parliament 
                                                          
54 Philosophical Rudiments Concerning Government and Society Ch I, Sec. 12. "If now to this natural proclivity     of men, to hurt each other, which they derive from their passions, but chiefly from a vain esteem of     themselves, you add, the right of all to all, wherewith one by right invades, the other by right resists, and  whence arise perpetual jealousies and suspicions on all hands, and how hard a thing it is to provide against an enemy invading us with an intention to oppress and ruin, though he come with a small number, and no great provision; it cannot be denied but that the natural state of men, before they entered into society, was a mere war, and that not simply, but a war of all men against all men." 
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for promoting atheism, profaneness, and blasphemy and his ideas were denounced from the pulpits. He was also accused of heresy and atheism by his clerical opponents and in these circles his name became a swearword. It was in particular his views on human behavior that were hard to swallow both for the theologians and nonprofessionals of the church. They could not accept that self-interest and "a war of all men against all men" were the foundation of human nature. Such a view was found in serious conflict with the words of the scripture. To develop natural law and political theory on such a foundation was considered unacceptable not only by the church establishment and their laymen, but also by many university academics. In 1683, the University of Oxford condemned a number of Hobbes' works to the flames. Nevertheless, 
Hobbes’s writings enjoyed a significant influence on the evolution of British moral philosophy and Continental political philosophy.  Richard Cumberland was born in Aldersgate, England in 1632. In 1649, he entered Magdalene College, Cambridge, where he had obtained a fellowship. He took a Bachelor degree in 1653 and a Master in 1656. His Master degree was the year after accepted at University of Oxford, where he for some time studied medicine. In 1663, he became Bachelor of Divinity and Doctor of Divinity in 1680. In 1691, he became Bishop of Petersborough. Cumberland published his major natural law treatise, entitled De Legibus Naturae (On natural laws) in 1672, the same year as Pufendorf published his main work. Pufendorf found this treatise recommendable and commended it in subsequent editions of his own work. Cumberland propounded utilitarianism and opposed in his treatise the egoistic ethics of Hobbes.   Stephen Darwell (1995:81) in his book The British Moralists claimed that Cumberland’s treatise “was regarded as one of the three great work of the modern natural law tradition”, the 
others being Grotius’s De Jure Belli ac Pacis and Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae et Gentium. They all had this in common: The Swiss Protestant 18th Century natural law theorist Jean Barbeyrac (1674-1744) translated their works into French with detailed annotations. He managed with his translations and extensive commentaries to place the ideas of modern natural law before as wide a public as possible. His editions of Grotius and Pufendorf in particular led to new translations into many languages and new editions in many countries.  
Pufendorf’s System of Natural Law  
Samuel Pufendorf’s representation in his main work De Jure Naturae et Gentium (DJNG), is a systematic integration of moral, legal, government and political economy relations under the general rubric of natural law. He makes it clear in the preface that God has created men as social 
beings. The basis of natural law is therefore the social life of man: “I have found no other principle, which all men could be brought to admit, without violation of their natural condition, 
and with due respect to what ever belief they might hold on matters of religion.” Preface:ix. 
Pufendorf’s system of natural law was consequently valid for all human beings, regardless of their religious beliefs. At the time, such a view was revolutionary and could possibly, as previously mentioned, be dangerous for the author. However, it had an immediate and wide impact on the intellectual debate in Europe and North America. This impact was, no doubt, 
magnified by the publication of his ‘student edition’ De Officio Hominis (DOH), in 1673, which was a much shorter epitome of his main work. It was successful beyond expectations and it became the standard textbook on natural law in Protestant Europe.  In the introduction to his first natural law work Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis (EJU), Pufendorf makes clear his main sources. He has “drawn much from that 
marvelous work, De jure belli et pacis, by the incomparable Hugo Grotius”. Grotius was very important to him since he had succeeded in secularizing natural law. Pufendorf therefore introduced De jure belli, as a textbook (required reading) in his classes in natural law, at University of Heidelberg. He also points out that he owes no small debt to Thomas Hobbes, 
“whose basic conception in his book, De cive, although it savors somewhat of the profane, is 
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nevertheless for the most part extremely acute and sound.”EJU:xxx. It should, however, also be stressed that they are not his only sources. Pufendorf has in his main work, the edition of 1688, more than 400 names in the Index of Authors Cited. Here we find the Greeks, the Romans, the Schoolmen, and numerous contemporary authors. In support of his views, he admits that he prefers to cite the ancient authors. “To add to them by calling in a cloud of more recent writers 
seemed superfluous.”Preface:vii. In particular, he has excluded the followers of the Roman sect. The reasons for their omission were their adherence to the scholastic method and juristic clericalism. Furthermore, they did not recognize the principle of human sociability as a sufficient basis for natural law. He used strong words and called them representatives of the kingdom of darkness. “Nay, he makes poor use of his time, yokes foxes to the plough and milks he goats, who put himself out to list their views on one side or the other and reconcile them with sound reason.” Preface:ix. However, the content of Pufendorf’s natural law works proves that he was familiar with the works of many authors belonging to the Catholic church, for example Professor Francois Suarez from the School of Salamanca.55 It should be noted that at the time it was not ‘comme il faut’ for Protestant writers to quote from too many Catholic writers and ‘vice versa’.56  Like Grotius and Hobbes, Pufendorf took over and adopted the philosophical and fundamental (basic) position of the science of his time. He can therefore not be placed within any certain philosophical school. His writings can rather be seen as an eclectic combination of elements from different schools.57 As in all new philosophical schools from the late 17th century, a common basic tendency was to doubt and criticize established authority and to strive for truth that would make it possible to build a new science on secure ground.58 
Pufendorf’s natural law theory can be described as a Stoic moral philosophy and Roman law modernised with the assistance of the method of natural sciences. The philosophy of the antiquity played a great role for him and it should be noted that he also got a deeper insight into philology and the Stoic philosophers during his time in Leiden, which was after he had learned about the modern scientific method in Jena. Pufendorf himself stressed that his doctrines were interdependent of Stoic philosophy and therefore also in the tradition of the philologist and humanist Justus Lipsius (1547-1606)59 and Grotius.  Pufendorf’s work is also important for its critical discussion of the arguments of previous natural law thinkers. As an eclectic, he also used the arguments of his predecessors to develop his own theories. His theoretical foundation points forward to the liberal state, where the state can be seen as a union of individuals and is there to protect the natural rights of the individuals. He united authoritarian and libertarian views on liberty. However, in its actual content his doctrine is authoritarian and built on order, discipline, sense of duty, individual subordination to the state and the common interest. In this way, Pufendorf fulfilled the 
                                                          
55 The name was introduced by Marjorie Grice-Hutchinson (1952) in her book The School of Salamanca. 56 Pufendorf must have been introduced to the Salamanca School during his stay at the University of Leiden. 57 An eclectic here means a person who selectively adopts ideas from different sources and uses them in his development of new theories. The pejorative ring the term has had in philosophy since the German  philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, suggesting a lack of originality and inability to integrate the  selected elements into a coherent whole, does not apply here. 58 Aure (2014) also discusses this. 59 Justus Lipsius lived in the Spanish-ruled Southern Netherlands (Belgium). He was the arch type of a political     Humanist. With philology as an aid he tried, based on Stoic philology and ancient writings of history to collect     cleverness and an ideal of statesmanship that could be used in his time. For him the time of the Roman     emperors, with their organisational skills, fighting power, statesmanship, and war leadership was the closest to     his ideal. Much of his contributions were to create and to consolidate ideals. Roman and Stoic virtues that     can be summarized under two main groups, virtues and prudence. These he wanted to teach the princes and     statesman of his time.  
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Lipsonian and New Stoic traditional demand for a strong state and the ordination of the religion and church to the state.  Pufendorf wanted to remove natural law from both civil law and moral theology. He distinguishes between three sciences:  1. Natural law, which is common to all men and derived from reason alone. 2. Civil law, which is valid only in the individual state. 3. Moral theology, the dictates of which God has given to Christians in the Holy Scripture. He argues as follows: 
“From the first flow the most common duties of man, particularly those which render him capable of society [sociabilis] with other man; from the second flow the duties of man as a citizen living in a particular and definite state [civitas]; from the third the duties of a Christian.” DOH:7. The greatest difference between natural law and moral theology consists in the fact that natural law, rooted only in this life, will make man a worthy member of human society only for his life, while moral theology trains the citizen for the heavenly city. DOH:17-18. 
The fundamental task of Pufendorf’s natural law, Ian Hunter (2001:162) in his Rival Enlightenment argues, was to remove metaphysical moral philosophy from academic ethics and politics and to replace it “with a civil philosophy suited to the moral comportment of the subject 
of the deconfessionalised state”. He attempts to construct his theory of natural law on the basis of the dignity of man, human reason, and man’s free choice. The dignity and equality of man is the basis of his whole system of natural law and it makes a clear break with Roman Law: 
“The dignity of man’s nature, and that excellence of his in which he surpasses other creatures, required that his actions should be made to conform to a definite rule, without which there can be no recognition of order, seemliness, or beauty. And so man has that supreme dignity, the possession of an immortal soul, furnished with the light of intellect and the faculty of judgment and choice, and most highly endowed for many an art.” II.i.1.148. 
Pufendorf’s doctrine of the dignity and equality of humans became the foundation of the American constitution. Fritjof Haft (1997:81) in his Introduction to the study of law, argues 
that Pufendorf can be considered ”the spiritual father of the American revolution”. The title of the 1906 French translation of his De Officio by Jean Barbeyrac is Les devoirs de l’homme et du citoyen. Walter Simons (1933:14a) argues, that this title is indicative of the often truly revolutionary ideas of Pufendorf. We meet this title, with one term changed, in the heading of 
the French National Assembly’s famous declaration of human rights from 1789. It has the title 
Déclaration sur les droits de l’homme et du citoyen. In an article entitled Untastbar (Inviolable) in the German national weekly newspaper Die Zeit from 2008, legal historian Uwe von Wesel (1933-   ) claims that Pufendorf’s greatest deed was that his concept of human dignity became on December 10th 1948, the foundation of the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights.60The preamble reads:. “Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice 
and peace in the world.” In 1949, this principle also came into the German constitution and later into the constitutions of other European countries. Wesel also notes that the US president, Calvin Coolidge (1872-1933), in 1926 during the 150-year celebration of the Declaration of Independence, praised Pufendorf and said that his writings “had shown the Americans the road 
to liberty”.   The natural law of the Enlightenment had its great creator in Pufendorf. It was his work through the medium of Christian Thomasius that prepared the ground for the 18th Century System of 
                                                          
60 Uwe von Wesel, professor of civil law and history of law at The Free University Berlin. Die Zeit Nr. 49,      27.11 2008. 
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Jurisprudence. The connection between theology and law was, according to Leonard Krieger (1957) in his The German Idea of Freedom, weakened in Germany by Pufendorf and was finally broken by Thomasius. Pufendorf sought to mediate between Grotius and Hobbes. He wanted to unify Hobbes' natural law doctrine of self-interest with Grotius' natural law doctrine of "man's inclination for society" and to integrate these ideas with the Cartesian and scholastic methods of the sixteenth-century thinkers. He sought to bridge the apparent antagonism between man's self-interest and man's existence as a social being.61 The duties of man and citizen will converge in a state where a superior has been granted the right to govern others in exchange for the security and protection that he can offer them.  His writings on natural law include ethics, jurisprudence, government, and political economy. These elements are seen as integral parts of a totality.    In his law of nations (international law), Pufendorf claimed that there does not exist any acute positive law that arises from custom or from treaties among nations. One reason for this is that there can not be found an authority above the states that can bind them.62 For him the source of the law of nations was natural because reason defines it. According to Andreas Aure 
(2010:133) in his article about Pufendorf’s rejection of customs and treatises as sources for international laws, Pufendorf views may be contrasted with the views of his contemporary, the natural law philosopher Samuel Rachel (1628-91). Rachel held the opinion that the law of nations in particular is about customs and practice.63 Rachel and Pufendorf discussed these questions during the 1670-80s. Rachel refuted Pufendorf’s argument in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium Dissertations (Dissertations on the law of nature and nations) from 1676. Pufendorf, 
on the other hand, added comments to Rachel’s refutations in his later editions of his main work.  With his doctrine, Pufendorf became the founder of the purely natural law conception of the law of nations. His theory is therefore considered auspicious for the development of the law of nations. The history of international law is largely characterized by whether one thinks it can be deducted from natural law or if it wholly can be seen as resulting from customs and treatises, the positivistic science of law. In his Introduction to the English translation of Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, Wehberg (1922:xiv) claimed that Grotius and Pufendorf were "champions of the great thought that in international life one should stand for all and all for one in repelling every injustice". Pufendorf's idea of a system of universal jurisprudence valid for all nations was "a daring one". Ibid:xxii. Aure (2010:135) argues that there is a growing understanding among jurists of international law that the law of nations needs a stronger philosophical basis and that for this reason it would be helpful  to refresh our knowledge of Samuel Pufendorf and his theories of law. 
                                                          
61 New research into the connection and relation between Grotius, Hobbes and Pufendorf has lately put more      emphasis on Pufendorf's dependence on Hobbes.      See for example Palladini, Fiammetta (1990): Samuel Pufendorf - Discepolo di Hobbes. Per una Reinter-     pretazione del giusnaturalismo moderno, Il Mulino, Bologna. A review of this book can be found in Klaus     Luig (1993): Zeitschrift für Historische Forschung, Heft 3, Duncker & Humbolt, Berlin.       Kari Saastamiinen (1995:79) examines in some detail the relation between Pufendorf and Grotius and Hobbes.     Furthermore he claims that there is a crucial difference between the social inclination on which Grotius founded his theory and the one Pufendorf speaks of in his Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis. The 
author also tries to vindicate the opinion that Pufendorf’s natural law is intimately connected to his Lutheran     background..  62 Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis. Definition XIII § 24. De Jure Naturae et Gentium II.3.23. 63 Samuel Rachel was professor of natural law at the University of Kiel. He is considered to be one of the most      important predecessors of the idea of a positive law of nations. See Catharine. Rühland  ‘Samuel Rachel, der      Bahnbrecher des völkerrechtlichen Positivismus’, in Niemeyers Zeitschrift für Internationales Recht,vol. 34,      1925. 
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With his integrated theory of natural and international law Pufendorf became famous all over Europe and in the New World. His natural law books were translated into the major European languages, published in new editions with or without commentaries, reprinted repeatedly, and spread in thousands of copies. This will be discussed in more detail in a later chapter.  All major libraries in Europe and North America had copies of these books in their collections. His student edition could also be found in many private libraries of learned people. They became part of the curricula in jurisprudence and moral philosophy at almost all universities in the protestant world. Reluctant professors were forced by their students to include them in the curriculum. For more than 100 years, his books were among the most read academic books in Europe and the New World. Natural law or moral philosophy, as it was later called in many countries, became a fashion and new chairs in this subject were created at many universities. His ideas had a tremendous influence on the way of thinking in most European countries in the century between the English revolution of 1688 and the French of 1789. They became part of the common knowledge to such an extent that it may partly explain why he is almost forgotten. However, today's classics John Locke, Charles Louis Montesquieu, Jean Jacques Rousseau, David Hume (1711-76) and Adam Smith, to mention a few, used him centrally in elaboration of their own ideas. He has therefore had a significant influence on the development of European enlightenment in general and law, moral philosophy, social sciences and last but not least political economy.   
A first approach to a discussion about the place of Pufendorf’s natural law works in the history of natural law can be found in Simone Zurbuchen (1998:413-428). She claims that it depends to a large extent on the perspective of interpretation. “Whereas historians of ideas who 
consider him as an ancestor of the moral philosophy of the Enlightenment focus on the ‘modern’ elements of his thought, contextualist historians such as Döring accentuate his indebtedness to the past.”   Horst Dreitzel, (1995) discusses tolerance and the freedom of opinion and expression in the German Empire between the Peace of Augsburg in 1555 and the beginning of the 
Enlightenment a century and a half later. Here he describes Pufendorf’s position within the context of the crisis of the confessionalist theory of the state at the end of the seventeenth century. An overview of theories of toleration and freedom of conscience leads him to the 
conclusion that Pufendorf’s theory marks the transition to the Enlightenment. According to Dreitzel, he belongs to the founders of a modern tolerant state, because he separated the political function of religion from revealed religion. The authors of a history of Lund University Carl Fehrman, Håkan Westling and Gøran 
Blomquist (2004), discuss Pufendorf’s influence and conclude: "Through his secularized view on society and the judicial system Pufendorfs achievements points forward towards the 
Enlightenment in the 18th century”.  Samuel Pufendorf’s academic career, his research and literary production, his teaching of natural law, and his service to three enlightened Courts, made him not only a champion of the Enlightenment but a true European.   
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Part III: Doctrines of Political Economy  This part tries to answer the question what did Pufendorf actually write about political economy. 
Only a few elements of political economy can be found in Hugo Grotius’ great natural law work De Jure Belli ac Pacis. Samuel Pufendorf radically expanded these elements and he wrote three important natural law works: The first, published in 1660, Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis. His main work, De Jure Naturae et Gentium, was first published in 1672. It was a comprehensive extension of his first work. The second edition in 1688, which has been used here, was enlarged by more than one fourth compared to the first edition.  Finally, his De Officio Hominis et Civis, an abridged version of his main work, published in 1673.  All these works encompass what today is understood as ethics, jurisprudence, government, and political economy. Although these subjects are integrated into a totality, we find his doctrines of political economy in distinct parts. In the next chapters, his doctrines of political economy will be treated in this order: Method of analysis, theory of human behaviour, private property and the four-stage theory, the theories of value and money, the foundation of states and councils, and finally division of state powers and principles of taxation.   The table below shows where these subjects can be found in Pufendorf’s texts.  
Tab. Political economy in Pufendorf’s natural law works Topics/Books Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis 
De Jure Naturae et Gentium De Officio Hominis et Civis 
Theory of Human Behaviour Book I: Def. I & III Book II: Obs. I,  IV Book I i-iv. Book II i-iv. Book III i-ii. Book I. Ch. 4-7 Theory of Property & Four-Stages Theory Book I: Def. V Book IV iii-v.  Book V v. Book I. Ch.12,13 Theory of Value and Money Book I, Def. X Book V i, iii, v, vii-viii. Book I. Ch. 14,15 Foundation of States and Councils Book II: Obs. V Book VII i-ii. Book II. Ch. 5-10 Division of State Powers and Taxation  Book VII iv-v. Book VIII iv-v. Book V x. Book II. Ch. 11, 12     First, a short account is given of the method of analysis Pufendorf is using when developing his theories of political economy. The exposition in the next chapters is mostly based on his major work De Jure Naturae et Gentium.   
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Chapter 6. Method of Analysis  
During Pufendorf’s time, it was important for authors of philosophical texts to clarify the 
method that would be used in the analysis. In his book about Pufendorf’s natural law Hans Welzel (1958:13-14) points out, there were two main directions running side by side, soon intimately intertwined in achievements and successes of the ingenious scientists, Galileo Galilei, Sir Isaac Newton (1643-1726) and Rene Descartes.   One branch or direction was the empirical: it started from experience and tried through induction to win new knowledge. This branch had at its disposal the right to watch and to do experiments. The other branch was the rationalistic: it wanted to build on fundamental, direct, and evident principles, and from these deduce the exceptional features of the object. This branch 
used strict mathematical deduction. Welzel notes that both branches are united in Galileo’s 
resolutive and compositive method and in Descartes’s analysis and synthesis. In his The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism Crawford B. MacPherson (1962:30) claims that; 
“the resolutive-compositive method which he [Hobbes] so admired in Galileo and which he took over, was to resolve existing society into its simplest elements and then recompose those elements into a logical whole. The resolving, therefore, was of existing society into existing individuals, and then in turn into the primary elements of their motion.  Hobbes does not take us through the resolutive part of his thought, but starts us with the result of that and takes us 
through only the compositive part”. Furthermore, this dualism is also revealed in Pufendorf. He knew two types of principles: rational and experience-based. The first he called axioms, the second observations. Truth, certainty and necessity flow from axioms out of reason itself, without perceptions from particular appearances, or through spiritual display. The certainty from observations produces itself from comparisons and the perception steadies itself in accordance with particular appearances. Welzel (1958) claims that, in accordance with the support of Descartes, from a sole fundamental principle the features of science could be found.   Pufendorf had ambitions to create a scientific theory of morality and society. He would therefore also like to find for natural law an important proposition, from which all features of knowledge and all natural regulations could be produced clearly and plainly. He had a powerful will to undertake a systematic analysis and create the whole natural law in clear logic from a sole principle.   This fundamental principle of natural law is, according to Pufendorf, not an immediate reasonable axiom, or a presupposed observation from experience and surveillance. The doctrine of natural law as a method, does not therefore proceed from deductive mathematics, but rather, in the first instance from the experience-based natural science. Pufendorf clearly tied it to 
Galileo’s analytic-synthetic method (from appearances to causes of those effects and from causes to appearances) and from him to the highly respected Descartes.   The Objective and Method Used in Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis Pufendorf makes the objective of his Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis clear in his Dedication to Prince Elector Karl Ludwig: “I have striven to set forth in this the principles of 
universal justice”. By this, he did not mean mere organizing, compiling, or synthesizing. As he makes clear in the Preface:  
“The science of law and equity, which is not comprehended in the laws of a single state, but by virtue of which the duties of all men whatsoever toward one another are governed, has hitherto not been cultivated, to the extent that its necessity and dignity demanded, by those who have extolled the study of universal knowledge under that 
designation.” EJU:xxvii.  
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The reason for this is that: “A common conviction has prevailed down to the present among the learned that in matters of morality, by their very nature, there is no firm and infallible certainty, 
and that all knowledge of such matters rests upon probable opinion only.”EJU:xxviii. Pufendorf set out to counteract this conviction.  
“All this was set forth not long since in a special treatise in the most clear and convincing fashion by that illustrious man, Herr Eberhard Weigel Professor of Mathematics at the University of Jena, a respected friend of mine. He it was who first exhorted me to attempt something in this field, and his genius has supplied me with a most helpful torch in matters of few”.EJU:xxix.  
Pufendorf believed that it is within man’s power to give his undivided attention to an object considered. Man can by careful thought balance well the reasons for what is good or ill. And he will do this not by a mere superficial examination, but will penetrate into the very innermost being of a matter.  Pufendorf therefore declares that the method to be used is indeed reason. The use of reason makes it sufficiently clear that if someone is going to put forward a theory he must at the very beginning explain two things. First, he must explain precisely what is meant by the subject matter that he is going to analyse. Second, he must try to find some fixed 
principles from which “necessarily true declarations concerning the matters may be deduced.”Ibid.   The methodology Pufendorf claims to use is the reformed Euclidean Aristotelian geometrical method that was taught him by Weigel in Jena and which also could be found in 
Weigel’s Analysis Aristotelica ex Euclide restituta (Aristotelian Analytics as Restored from Euclid), which was published in 1658.64 Pufendorf claimed that this method was universally applicable and could not only be used in the theoretical disciplines of mathematics, physics and metaphysics. This method could also be serviceable in formulating ethical standards for human actions. It builds on reason and makes it clear that a man, who is about to set forth a doctrine must at the outset explain precisely what is meant by the subject matter, which he is about to treat. Then he must seek for fixed principles from which necessarily true declarations concerning these matters may be deduced.  
Pufendorf’s system of investigation in his Elementorum is divided into three parts. The first part is taken up with a theoretical analysis concerning human behavior followed by a series of definitions - twenty-one in all - derived from the analysis of human behaviour. In the second part, Pufendorf uses the definitions from part one to identify issues whose resolution Pufendorf uses to form a foundation for principles of morality. He sets forth two principles or axioms. The first determines which human actions can be approved and which cannot. The second ascertains how a party in possession of power can bind those subjected to it.  In the third part, he derives from these principles or axioms, at least that is what he claims, five observations. These observations state a set of conclusion ort propositions about the nature of morality and political life. The axioms and observations are contained in the second book. However, it is not clear how his exposition uses the geometric method. His definitions included a presentation of theories, and it is hard to see how these observations are deduced from his definitions and axioms. It can therefore be questioned how suited this method 
                                                          
64 This is also pointed out by Behme (2008), endnotes 181 and 329. He states in these notes that Weigel’s     program of Axioms and Observation from 1658, was used two years later by Pufendorf. Likewise, that his     way of defining human behaviour is used almost word by word by Pufendorf.  But it is also clear that the     influence also went the other way. Weigel explained his method in Idea matheseos universae cum     seciminibus inventionum mathematicarum (The idea of universal mathematics with examples of fields of its     various applications), which was published in Jena in 1694. Thereafter he wrote his Arithmetische     Beschreibung der Moral-Weissheit von Personen und Sachen (An arithmetic description of moral truth of     persons and things), which he published in 1674. He also used the work of his former student, that is     Pufendorf’s Elementorum  Jurisprudentiae. See also Behme (2004) endnotes 88, 94, 96, 116, 136, 157, and     162.  
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is for the treatment of these subjects. Pufendorf himself seems to be aware of this dilemma since in his later works he abandons this approach.  Before Pufendorf set out to develop his doctrine he makes it clear that he has “…drawn much from that marvellous work De juri belli ac pacis (The Law of War and Peace), by the 
incomparable Hugo Grotius”. Likewise no small debt is owned “…to Thomas Hobbes, whose basic conception in his book, De cive (Philosphical rudiments concerning government and society), although it savours somewhat of the profane, is nevertheless for the most part extremely acute and sound.”EJU:xxix-xxx.   As explained in an earlier chapter the Elementorum was mostly written during 
Pufendorf’s imprisonment in Copenhagen, where he had had no access to books. He could therefore not have made correct references there. However, he might have added these later when he had access to books, at Sorö Academy, not far from Roskilde on Zeeland, or at Leiden. However, he decided otherwise. In his preface, he explains why. After he has mentioned Grotius and Hobbes once, he would refrain from mentioning them again even when he uses their opinion. The reason being that“…aside from the tedium of frequent citation”, it is because he has “followed rather their arguments than their authority”.  He continues his explanation: 
“For whenever the zeal for truth has compelled us to disagree with them or other, we have withheld their names, so that we should not appear to be eager to win a petty glory for ourselves by plucking at the blemishes of great men. And we have always regarded it as foolish, when you know yourself to be a man by no means free from errors, to incite others by harshness of criticism to subject you to the same treatment. We feel the greater confidence that this modesty on our part will meet with favour among the prudent, seeing that it has too frequently happened among those who have professed the study of the humanities, that they have inhumanely attacked others not without words of 
contumely.” Ibid:xxx. 
Pufendorf’s arguments for not quoting references and sources have certainly been used by many authors that succeeded him. Among the scholars of the seventeenth and eighteenth century it almost became a tradition not to give their sources. Later, as will be seen, Pufendorf himself totally changed his opinion on this matter.  The Objective and Method Used in De Jure Naturae et Gentium Upon the publication of his Elementorum supporters as well as sceptics and adversaries urged Pufendorf to expand on the topics he had presented and the arguments he so eminently had expounded.  In response, he, when he took up his position in 1661 in Heidelberg, started on such an undertaking.               During his work with the revision and extension of his first natural law work he rejected the reformed Euclidean Aristotelian geometrical approach that he had previously used. In his article Pufendorf's Moral and Political Philosophy in the Standford Encyclopedia of Philosophy Michael Seidler (2013) claims that Pufendorf did this initially in reaction to criticism by two professors: Hermann Conring (1601–81), who was Professor of history of law and public law at University of Helmstedt, and Johann Heinrich Boecler (1611–72), who was Professor of history and constitutional law at University of Strasbourg. They both urged him to include a consideration of other writers, particularly the ancients.65 Instead, Pufendorf now 
employed an 'eclectic' method, in which he defended man’s ability to understand reality and draw conclusions based on observations from the reality of life. This method still involved rational analysis and argumentation. His objective remained the same and his analysis was 
                                                          
65 Seidler, Michael, "Pufendorf's Moral and Political Philosophy", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy     (Summer 2011 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL =       http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2011/entries/pufendorf-moral/>. 
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based on systematic understanding and demonstrative certainty of his subjects, which he also developed from his study of history and contemporary events. In his main work De Jure Naturae et Gentium Pufendorf therefore substantiated his opinions, his arguments, and the truths he claims to have discovered by numerous quotations, just as Grotius and others of his predecessors had done. These he found in the Bible, the Koran, the Roman Corpus Juris Canonici, and not least in the writings of the Ancient Greek and Roman philosophers and jurists. He has a few quotations from the philosophers of the Middle ages but again numerous quotations from philosophers, jurists and historians of the 15th and 16th century. In the Index of Authors Cited, in the 1688 edition, 400 names are found. These Pufendorf frequently quotes. When he discusses particular issues or argues for a certain opinion he uses the views of famous scholars in support of and to give weight to his own views.   In his preface, Pufendorf draws our particular attention to three contemporary authors, whom he thinks had contributed most to natural law: Grotius, Hobbes and Selden. First, he starts praising Grotius, who was the first to call his generation to the study of natural law. He was also so grounded in its theories that in a large part of the field he has left others “…nothing 
further than the task of gleaning after him”. Preface vi. However, although Pufendorf cherished the fame of Grotius, he states that it must be acknowledged that even Grotius “…has entirely omitted not a few matters, some he has accorded but a passing touch, and introduced some 
other matters, which prove that after all even he was only a man.” Second, in the same manner, he emphasized that Hobbes in his work on civil government produced a great deal of the highest value “…and no one who understands such matters would deny that he has so thoroughly explored the structure of human and civil society, that few before his time can in this field be 
compared to him.” Preface:vi. Moreover, even where he goes astray, he still causes a reader to think about matters, which in all probability would otherwise never have occurred to him. Third, he contends that Selden might have held a position, second to none, if he had applied his law of nature to all mankind and not just to the Hebrews. It should be stressed that Grotius and 
Hobbes are fundamental to Pufendorf’s natural law work. He uses their work extensively to build his own natural law theories of jurisprudence, ethics, government and political economy. Pufendorf clearly expresses his preference for citing the authors of antiquity, in particular the Greeks and the Romans to witness his theses. “To add to them by calling in a 
cloud of more recent writers seemed superfluous.” Half of the 400 authors cited belong to this era. Nevertheless, he also quotes the moderns. There are more than 180 authors from the 14th, 15th and 16th century. Although there was a general attitude, of the time that Protestant authors should not cite Catholic authors and vice versa, this is not the case for Pufendorf. The Index encompasses 43 French, 30 Italian, 10 Spanish and 5 Portuguese authors, all from Catholic countries. Of the predominantly Protestant countries, the Index contains 33 German, 24 Dutch and 14 English authors.  In particular, Pufendorf says that he has excluded from his work writers of “the Roman 
sect”, that is, authors closely linked to the Catholic clergy. The reason being:  
“Those men as a general thing lay down no fixed foundation or hypothesis for their traditions, but, in addition to what they habitually borrow from the Jurisconsults, just as they are content for the most part to establish idle contentions with equally idle and trivial logic chopping, and in general hold it a great accomplishment to have adduced whole legions of writers of their sect – to know one of whom is to know them all – so they all devote futile labour to utter trifles – with the result, however, that there is 
scarcely any question on which they do not break up into factions.” Preface:viii.  He goes on to explain that the hidden reason for this condition is that these men are not directed by reason but by the authority of priests.  
In spite of this strong statement, it is apparent from Pufendorf’s writings that he was familiar with writers of the Dominican and Jesuit orders who held academic positions. He even 
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quotes a few of these writers. One example is the Dominican professor of theology Francisco Vitoria (1483-1546), also at the School of Salamanca. Pufendorf argues against what he claims 
is Vitoria’s view in his Relectiones de Indies, which was published in Lyon in 1577, that: “The law of nations allows every man to carry on trade in the provinces of others, by importing merchandise which they lack and exporting gold and silver, as well as other merchandise, in 
which they abound.”III.iii.12:370.66 According to Pufendorf, no one could force trade on another country. Another example is Diego de Covarruvias (1512-77) also a professor and one of the leaders at the School of Salamanca. Later he became bishop, first of Ciudad Ridrigo, and later transferred to the See of Segovia.    Given these considerations Pufendorf claims that he has arranged all his material in an order, which appeared most suitable, and he has tried to establish all his contentions with strong and clear reasons, in so far as this was possible. Furthermore, he tried to avoid those errors that writers of repute before his time had made. In this context, he tells us that we all should bear in mind the words of the Roman rhetorician Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (35-100): “If men had been inclined to think that no one could surpass the man who had hitherto been the best, those who are now accounted best would never have distinguished themselves. And although there is 
no hope of excelling, it is yet a great honour to follow closely behind.” DJNG:vii. 
The translators into English of Pufendorf’s 1688 edition, Charles H. Oldfather and William A. Oldfather (1931:63a), made the observation that Pufendorf often took considerable liberties with the text of the authors he referred to. He did this by omitting words and phrases in his many quotations. However, they added that he apparently was “most scrupulous in not 
modifying the actual views expressed by his authorities”.   Leonard Krieger (1965:55) claims that Pufendorf at this stage does not reject totally the geometric method he used in his Elementorum, but that his approach now is ‘less explicit and 
less intrusive’. Stephen Buckle (1991:55) in his Natural Law and the Theory of Property, notes that the quasi-mathematical format used in his first work disappeared.   The Social Life of Man Pufendorf stresses that he has made the social life of man the foundation for his work on natural law. The reason being that he has found no other principle, which all men could accept, without violation of their natural condition. Furthermore, he claims that it is also obvious, that since the Creator made man a social being, the nature of man is the norm and foundation of that law, which must be followed in any society. This is so whether it is universal or particular. His system of natural law is valid for all human beings, with due respect to whatever belief men might hold on the matters of religion. Preface:ix. It is this system he presents in his main work in eight books on natural law.   He starts by pointing out that the task of prime philosophy is to give the most comprehensive definition of things and to divide them appropriately into distinct classes. In addition, it should give the general nature and condition of every kind of thing. Furthermore, he argues that his predecessors have treated the classification of natural things sufficiently, but they have not been as much concerned with moral entities “…as the dignity of these requires”. It is however very important that the nature of things should be known by man, since man has 
                                                          
66 Marten van Geldern (1994) claims in an article “The Challenges of Colonialism: Grotius and Vitoria on Natural and International Relations”, (Grotiana Vol. 14-15. Assen, p. 3-37), that natural law had convinced Vitoria that there existed a human society where Christians, Muslims and also Indians were equal members. Vitoria    was according to Van Geldern in strong opposition to the donation (partitioning of America) by Pope     Alexander VI in 1493, when he in his Political writings from 1534 wrote; “no business shocks me or     embarrasses me more than the corrupt profits and affairs of the Indies. Their very mention freezes the blood     in my veins.” Here quoted from van Geldern 1994:17.  
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been given the power to produce them and since man’s life is “deeply penetrated by their 
influence”. I.i.1:3.  Thereafter he presents the assumptions and method that his system builds on, including a systematic explanation of numerous legal conceptions applying to moral beings: their conditions, qualities and actions. Furthermore, he claims to prove that by starting from the divine destiny of man as a spiritual and social being and following the route of strictly logical deduction, we may arrive at results as safe as those in the natural sciences physics and chemistry. Man has been given the distinctive light of intelligence, which he can use to understand things more accurately. He can compare them with one another, judge the unknown with the known and he can decide how things relate to each other. So man is free from confining his actions to one mode. He can even exert, suspend or moderate his actions. Furthermore, man 
“has been granted the power to invent or apply certain aids to each faculty, whereby it is 
signally assisted and directed in its functioning.” I.i.2: 4. The Certainty of Moral Science  Pufendorf then goes on to investigate the degree of certainty of the moral sciences as contradistinguished from that of mathematical sciences. Following his teacher Professor Weigel, he attempts to prove this by starting from the divine destiny of man as a spiritual and social being and then following the route of strictly logical deduction. He contends that the majority of scholars have for long held that moral science, that is natural law, which included ethics, law, government and political economy, lacks the certainty, which characterise other knowledge based sciences, and especially mathematics. The reason being that moral science, according to these scholars, had no place for demonstration, which is the act of proving by reasoning or display of evidence. From such a demonstration alone is derived knowledge that is pure and free from fear of error. This knowledge rests on probability alone.   This has, Pufendorf argues, created an immense injury to the noblest of sciences and to the life of man. It has caused scholars to investigate with mistrust shallowness into sciences that they believed rested “on so slippery foundation”. Others that neglected the moral sciences were given the plausible excuse that they were not founded on supporting evidence and therefore could only be treated in “a rough and ready fashion”. Pufendorf claims that this error to a large 
extent was “fostered by the authority of Aristotle”. I.ii.1:22. 
 From this fact, he goes on to discuss the nature of demonstration. Demonstration is to deduce by a syllogism, which can be understood by an argument in which a conclusion follows from several premises. Science is that knowledge, which we seek by means of demonstration, that is, “a certain and pure knowledge, in every way and at all times constant and free of error”. 
I.ii.3:23. Moral science manifests this certainty because “that knowledge, which considers what is upright and what base in human actions, … rests entirely upon grounds so secure, that from it can be deduced genuine demonstrations which are capable of producing solid science. So certainly can its conclusions be derived from distinct principles that no further ground is left 
for doubt”. I.ii.4:25.  
 There are some who maintain that things morally are always uncertain and changing, and that no greater certainty can be attached to any science than to the objects with which we deal: 
“The replay is, that, although moral entities owe their origin to imposition, and for that reason are not in an absolute sense necessary, yet they have not arisen in such a loose and general manner, that scientific knowledge about them is on that account utterly uncertain. For the very condition of man demanded the institution of most of them, a condition assigned him by the most Good and Great Creator out of His goodness and 
wisdom; hence such entities can by no means be uncertain and weak.” I.ii.5:26.  Although Pufendorf still contends that the moral sciences are indeed sciences, and thus capable of certainty, he allows a significant scope for uncertainty. 
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Human Understanding – Decision Rules Pufendorf emphasizes that since the chief task of the discipline of natural law is concerned with the demonstration of what is right or wrong, what is good or evil or what is just or unjust in human volitional actions, all the principles and the affections of these actions will first have to be considered. Then why these actions are understood to be connected morally by imputation with man. Man has been; “endowed with a most exalted soul, which, by its highly developed understanding, can examine into things and judge between them, and, by its remarkable 
deftness can embrace or reject them”. For this reason, the actions of man are put in a class; 
“far above the motions of beasts”. I.iii.1:38.    The soul of men has a power with the name of understanding. This power has two qualities that can be used in voluntary actions. The first quality is like a mirror whereby an object is displayed to the will why it is at first glance agreeable or not, or if it is good or ill. The other quality can weigh and compare an object and finally pass judgment on what should be done and when and why. At the same time this quality can also consider what means are best suited to carry out the decision. From man’s understanding proceeds the initiative for any voluntary action. From this follows the well-known saying: “There is no desire for an unknown 
object.” Ibid.  However, the knowledge that precedes a volitional act is not always distinct since even a confused knowledge can be sufficient for a desire to arise for a man to try out something unknown.  Pufendorf emphasizes that man has the ability to judge things and actions that are within 
man’s power to give his undivided attention to. By careful thought, he is able to balance well the reasons for good or ill. He is indeed not stopping with a mere superficial examination, but penetrates into the innermost being of the matter. Using such means he is able to obtain an accurate judgement on a given subject.    The judgment passed on moral actions by understanding is by Pufendorf given the 
special name of conscience. As man’s actions either precede or follow his conscience he speaks of antecedent or consequent conscience. The latter is a judgement, reflection on what has been done, or what has been avoided. The first variety of conscience precedes acts, which have not yet been carried out, telling us what is good or what is evil and therefore what should be done or avoided.   A correctly informed conscience is of two kinds. The first kind, which is called right conscience, clearly knows that the conclusions at which it has arrived, to do or to avoid something, rests on sure and unquestionable principles. For this kind the judgement of right conscience the rule is clear: “Every voluntary action which is opposed to it, and every avoidance of an action which it declares to be necessary, is sin; and a sin all the more heinous the more clearly a man knew his duty, the non-performance of which argues a greater depravity 
of mind.” I.iii.5:42.  
 The other kind, which is called probable conscience, holds its conclusions true or sure and can see no reasons that might throw doubt upon it, “but because it does not know how it can, by its own power, reduce this conclusion to the form of a demonstration, and so it does not have a clear and fixed recognition of its correctness”. Ibid. A probable conscience, Pufendorf argues, differs from the right conscience not because it does not recognize the truth of its conclusion, but because it does not know how it canby its own power, reduce its conclusion to the form of a demonstration. Therefore, it does not have a clear and fixed recognition of how correct it is.  In this context Pufendorf, building on Blaise Pascal (1623-62), called to account the moral theology that held the view that given conflicting opinions on a particular moral question, it is permissible to follow any probable opinion, usually one supported by a theologian, whose views are considered to carry some authority, even if an opposing opinion is more probable. Probabilism, in this sense, was accepted by a number of influential Roman Catholic moral 
47  
theologians, chiefly Jesuits in the 16th and 17th century. This view was, however, strongly attacked by Pascal in his Lettres Provinciales from 1656-57.  For the case of probable conscience, Pufendorf specifies seven rules of conduct that are laid down for the direction:  1. When two opinions are advanced, neither of which are opposed to law, and one rests on more substantial considerations, while the other is safer, either may be taken. 2. When two opinions are advanced, one of which rests on weaker consideration, while the other is safer, the safer is properly preferred. 3. A well-informed man can follow the opinion that seems most probable to him, although it may not seem so to others, unless he fears that some inconvenience may arise from the fact that he is departing from the common view. 4. An ignorant man is safest in following the authority of the more prudent. 5. A person under the authority of another may properly, at the command of his superiors, do something, if he is not certain that it is unlawful, even though it does not seem to him probable that it should be done. 6. In matters of little importance, if there are probable arguments on each side, either may be chosen. 7. In matters of great importance, if probable arguments are to be found on both sides, the safer side is to be preferred, or the side from which, even if one should fail by a wide margin to achieve his purpose, less harm can come than from following the opposite course. I.iii.6:43. These decision-rules express a rather cautious behaviour where the risk of possibly incurring damage is kept as small as possible. Wulf Gaertner (2005:38) in his study of Pufendorf’s contribution to social choice theory, has also noted this. Caution requires that when the judgement of the understanding of a situation is intricate, and when it is not possible to decide whether something is good or evil, and consequently, it is unclear whether something ought to be done one should abstain from an action in order not to become guilty of sin. This is called doubtful conscience. I.iii.8:45.  To a doubtful conscience is related a scrupulous conscience. It is called so when a judgement of the understanding is accompanied by anxious fear that what one decided to be 
good may possibly turn out to be evil, and vice versa.  The rule is “when a scruple of this kind rests upon probable grounds an action should be suspended until it may be removed by reason or the authority of wise advisers, but when it arises from unmanly superstition it should be disregarded and banished from the mind.” Ibid:46.    Using the deductive method Pufendorf starts in Book I with a discussion of morality in general and with a definition of law. In Book II he goes on to deduce natural law, including human behaviour, from human nature and from man in the state of nature. In the remaining books, he deduces natural and civil law, including political economy, from the nature of society and man in society   
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Chapter 7. Theory of Human Behaviour  
The foundation of Pufendorf’s treatment of all his natural law themes, including political economy, is his theory of human behaviour that is the character of man and what motivates human activity, This theory is, as shown in the table at the beginning of the previous chapter. treated in all his works. In his first work on natural law, Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, Pufendorf discusses the foundation of human behaviour in Book II. In Observation III entitled A man is destined by nature to lead a social life with men he describes the driving force behind human actions. In Observation IV entitled Right reason dictates that a man should care for himself in such a way that human society be not thrown into disorder he describes the two fundamental laws of nature.  An enlarged account of his fundamental doctrines concerning human behaviour is outlined in the first two volumes of his magnus opum De Jure Naturae et Gentium. In Book I 
the basic principles of man’s behaviour are discussed in the first chapters. In Book II he first brings up the question if man should be governed by laws. Here his revolutionary principle, the 
Dignity of Man’s Nature, is presented. Thereafter, he discusses the natural state of man. He scourges the pessimistic presentation of Hobbes and Spinoza and argues that natural reason induces man to prefer peace. Then he discusses how the true basis for the law of nature is found in the conditions of man. His detailed account here is very important since in the other six volumes he applies these doctrines to all his other topics. This investigation is concerned with the topics that are important for political economy.  Pufendorf’s theory of human behaviour, is also repeated and discussed in his condensed 
‘student edition’ De Officio et Hominis Civis. However, this account builds, as mention, on his major work.  
Man’s Distinctive Light of Intelligence Pufendorf starts by pointing out that the task of prime philosophy is to give the most comprehensive definition of things and to divide them appropriately into distinct classes. In addition, it should give the general nature and condition of every kind of thing. Furthermore, he argues that while his predecessors have treated the classification of natural things sufficiently they have not been as much concerned with moral entities “as the dignity of these requires”. It is however very important that the nature of things should be known by man, since man has 
been given the power to understand them and since man’s life is “deeply penetrated by their 
influence”. I.i.1:3.  Man is a moral being, who has by the Great and Good Creator been given not “merely beauty and adaptability of body, but also the distinctive light of intelligence”. This intelligence can be used by man to understand things more accurately. He can compare these things with one another, judge the unknown with the known and decide how things relate to each other. So 
man’s actions are not confined to one mode. He can even exert, suspend, or moderate his actions. Furthermore, man has also been granted the power to invent certain aids, or to apply certain aids to each faculty he has, whereby they will be improved. It is for us to observe how a specific kind of attribute has been given to things, and their natural motions, from which there has arisen a certain priority in the actions of man. Now these attributes Pufendorf calls moral entities because by them the morals and actions of men are judged and tempered “so they may attain a character and appearance different from the rude simplicity of dumb animals”. I.i.2:5.  
 Therefore, humans seem able to define moral ideas and to direct or temper their freedom and voluntary acts and thereby “secure a certain orderliness and decorum in civilized life”. Furthermore, Pufendorf stresses that since man has been endowed with intellect he is able “by means of reflection and comparison of one thing with another, to form concepts, which are suitable to be the guides of a consistent faculty.” I.i.3:5. 
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  Since moral beings have been instituted to bring order into the lives of men, they should also adopt a set standard in their relations toward one another in determining their actions. I.i.5:6.  The very being of man is a state from which arise certain obligations and certain rights. Pufendorf contends that it will not be amiss at this point to consider when that state begins in individual men. He claims that the fulfilment of obligations “requires of man a knowledge of 
himself and of that which he is doing”. From this it follows that man has to know how to regulate his actions to some norm and how to distinguish these norms from one another. I.i.7:8. The Understanding of Man       Pufendorf claims that man’s chief task is “concerned with the demonstration of the right or the wrong, the good or the evil, the just or the unjust in human actions, all the principles and the affections of these actions will first have to be considered, and then why they are understood to be connected morally by imputation with man." I.iii.1:38. The dignity of man outshines that of beasts, since he has been endowed with a most exalted soul, and with it a highly developed understanding.   This understanding, which the soul of man carries like a light, gives man the ability to examine and judge things and actions and as a consequence to embrace or reject them. It has two qualities; which man uses in his voluntary actions. By the first quality an object is displaced to the will, as if in a mirror, and it can be seen, at first glance, to be agreeable or not, good or ill. By the other the reasons for good or ill have to be weighted and compared before a judgment is finally passed, as well as what should be done, why it should be done and when it should be done. Pufendorf underlines that the initiative for any voluntary action, without exception, 
proceeds from man’s understanding. He also points out that there is no desire for an unknown object but that the knowledge preceding a voluntary act is not always distinct since even a confused knowledge can be sufficient to make the will act. Therefore, a desire often arises in man to try out something unknown.    It is within man’s power to give his undivided attention to the object he considers and by careful thought to balance well “the reasons for good and ill” and indeed not stop with a mere superficial examination, but to penetrate “into the very innermost being of the matter”. I.iii.2:39.  An Internal Director - Freedom of the Will  Pufendorf contends that the wise Creator wished to make man an animal to be governed by law. He therefore implanted in his soul a will. This will act as an internal director of his actions. 
I.iv.52.67 Therefore, when objects were proposed and understood the internal director made it possible for a man to move himself to them by an inherent principle. He would then be able to choose what seems to him the most fitting, “as well as turn from those which did not seem 
agreeable to him”. This will work in human actions through two capacities. Through one, it works spontaneously, and through the other, it works freely. To spontaneity, men attribute certain acts or motions. Some of these are internal and some are external. The latter is also called ‘enjoined’. The internal are those, which are produced immediately by the will and are received back by the will.  
“Others call this the will of simple approbation, whereby something is apprehended as being agreeable with the nature and inclination of some person, although he has not yet started actually and effectively to produce or attain it. Intention or choice is a desire capable of securing an end; that is, it is an act of the will, whereby it effectively moves toward an absent end, and strives by action to produce or attain it. Since this act is joined with attempt and hope of attaining that end, it is easy to gather what are the 
things with which it is concerned.” I.iv.1:52.  Acts are termed external or enjoined if they are turned over for execution by other human faculties, as these are moved by the will.  
                                                          
67 In Elementorum Universalis Jurisprudentiae  (II.Oii.1) he uses the term “internal mediator”. 
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According to Pufendorf, men call freedom a faculty of the will. With this freedom, a man is able to choose one, or some, and to reject the rest if he has many objects to choose from. If only one object is presented to him, he can admit or not admit it, or do or not do it. He also claims that liberty is supposed to add to spontaneity. “Liberty also adds a free determination, so that the will by an internal impulse may choose here and now either of its acts, this is, to will 
or refuse.” I.iv.2:53.    However, there are many factors that will influence man’s decisions, and Pufendorf discusses many of these. He makes it clear that it belongs to the nature of the will always to seek what is inherently good and to avoid what is inherently evil. Nevertheless, lack of information might, for example, sometimes lead men “to reject what should have been desired, 
while they desire what should have been shunned.”I.iv.4:57.  Decisions made by the will might also be “affected by the temperature of the humours of the body, arising from the race to which a man belongs, his age, food, health, manner of life and other causes, by the form of the organs 
which the mind uses in performing its functions, and similar considerations.” I.iv.5.58. The will is also in no slight degree impelled to certain action by those motions of the mind, which are called passions and these might “greatly becloud the judgement of the mind”. I.iv.7:60. Moreover, the will might be powerfully enticed to some kind of irrational behaviour “by 
drunkenness, caused usually from a drink, or fumes of different kinds, or also by opium.” 
I.iv.8:61. It should also be observed “that sometimes in the face of most grave ills, and such as are held to exceed the ordinary strength of man’s mind, the will is under so strong a compulsion that it agrees to undertake something from which it would shrink in perfect horror were it not 
under such necessity.” I.iv.9:63. Referring to Aristotle, Pufendorf contends that fair-minded men accept such actions of this nature, which would have merited reproval, without such a cause, if they are undertaken under the pressure of such a necessity, and the man who executed such a deed is adjudged innocent.     Man Should Be Governed by Law Pufendorf sets forth to discuss the contradiction, which seems to exist between man’s freedom of will and his being bound by right and law. He contends that it does not suit the nature of man to live without laws and he brings up the question “whether it would accord with man to pass 
his life without any law”. From the answer to this question, it will be clear why the great Creator did not grant man liberty to do everything entirely as he pleases without “any restraint of right, 
rule, or necessity”. II.i.1:145. In answering this question, it seems best to show “first of all, that an unlimited liberty would be disadvantageous and prejudicial to the nature of man, and that, 
therefore, it is conducive to his welfare for him to be, as he is, constrained by laws.” II.i.2:145. At the same time, it will also be clear how far man should be free from the curb of constraint. The Dignity of Man’s Nature The reason why the Creator was unwilling to endow man with a lawless liberty, and why such a liberty would be utterly inappropriate to him is drawn from what became Pufendorf’s 
revolutionary principle of the natural condition of human nature, the Dignity of Man’s Nature:  
“The dignity of man’s nature, and that excellence of his in which he surpasses other creatures, required that his actions should be made to conform to a definite rule, without which there can be no recognition of order, seemliness, or beauty. And so man has that supreme dignity, the possession of an immortal soul, furnished with the light of intellect and the faculty of judgement and choice, and most highly endowed for many an art.” II.i.5:148.    For this reason, Pufendorf calls man a “creature above all others precious and endowed 
with lofty reason fitted to rule over the lower animals”. He also quotes the 3rd century Roman grammarian and compiler, Gaius Julius Solinus, who calls man an animal “which the nature of 
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things has set over all other animals by virtue of his passing judgement upon sense perceptions 
and his capacity for reason’” Ibid. The Power of Man’s Soul  Man’s soul is chiefly concerned with such things as relate to the service of God, and to social and civil life. It has the power to proceed from known principles to unknown, and to decide what is suitable for it, and what is not. Furthermore, it can form universal ideas through induction; it can devise signs by which the ideas of the mind can be imparted to others. It can understand numbers, weights and measures, and it can compare them. It can also understand and observe their order and meaning, to excite, repress, or allay affections. Man’s soul can also remember a multitude of things, and to call them back, as it were, for the eye to gaze upon, to turn its sight upon itself and to recollect its own dictates and compare them with its actions, from which recollection and comparison the force of conscience comes. Pufendorf concludes that there would be little or no use of all such faculties in a life lawless, brutal and unsociable. In support of this view, he refers to the Bishop Richard Cumberland, and the 1st century Roman astronomer Marcus Manilius. Ibid:149.    However, there is also another reason why man should not be allowed so great a licence 
as the beast. “That was his greater proneness to evil.” II.i.6:149. Pufendorf points out that no one will be surprised of this if he has probed to the depths of nature and pursuits of men. Beasts are excited by their appetite and lust. The latter stirs them only at certain seasons and only for the 
procreation of their kind. The same is true with animal’s hunger, when it is satisfied “no further 
cares disturb them”. II.i.6:150. In addition, no animal has a need for covering itself. Man’s desire, on the other hand, is not stirred only in certain seasons and “man has made the tenderness of his body an occasion to parade his vanity and pride”. He also has a great many affections and desires which are unknown to beasts. “A craving for luxuries, ambitions, honours, and the desire to surpass others, envy, jealousy, rivalries of wit, superstition, anxiety about the future, curiosity, all these continually trouble his mind, none of which touch the senses of brutes.” Ibid. If we therefore consider the nature of the contentions and wars that are waged continually among men, we will realize that most of them are undertaken because of wants that are unknown to beasts. Pufendorf asks what would have been the future of man had no right been established to compose them.  He answers:  
“You would see a pack of wolves, lions, or dogs fighting among one another to death. Every man, indeed, would have been a lion, a wolf, or a dog to his neighbour and something even worse than these, for there is no animal that can and does more injure 
man than man himself.” Ibid.  He concludes with a question: “And since men cause so many injuries to each other even now, when law and punishment hang over them, what would future hold, if there were no control 
over anything, if no direction from within curbed the desires of man?” Ibid. In support of this view he refers to Aristotle, the Roman naturalist Gaius Plinius Secundus (23-79) and he quotes the 3rd century Greek philosopher Iamblichus ( -330).   “That men should live together and at the same time contrary to law, would be utterly impossible. For in that case they would suffer more than if each man lived altogether by himself. Now for these necessary reasons law and justice rule among men, and man 
never leave or be removed from them” II.i.6:151.  Finally, the weakness of man made it necessary that he should not live without law. Only a few days after birth an animal will be sufficiently developed enough to take care of its own maintenance. A human being, on the other hand, is at birth unfit to take care of himself and this weakness will last for a long time after his birth. A quotation from Marcus Quintilianus makes this clearer:   “We human beings are but a feeble animal at this first. For the young of wild beast and cattle are immediately on their feet and rush to the teats; but we have to pick up an 
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infant and guard it against the cold. And even then it often expires between the hands of 
its parents and the bosom of its nurse”. II.i.8:152.  It is therefore clear that human beings owe it to the intercourse and relations with other men that they do not have an existence more miserable than other living beings. The saying:  “It is 
not good for man to be alone” is applicable to all men in general. Then again a society of men cannot be constituted nor maintained in a peaceful and firm state without law. “And so if man was to be prevented from being the most degraded and miserable of all creatures, it was not 
fitting that he should live without law.” Ibid:152-153.  Consequently, Pufendorf concludes that it is apparent that the term, “the natural liberty 
of man” is not perceived merely as an abstract idea. It “should under all circumstances be 
understood as something conditioned by certain restraint of sound reason and natural law.” II.i.8:153.   The Natural State of Man  Pufendorf claims that the natural state of man, is that condition for which man is understood to be constituted by the mere fact of his birth. This condition is understood to include not only the different forms and general culture of the life of man, but especially civil societies at the formation of which a suitable order was introduced into humankind’s existence. I.ii.1:154. He continues:  
“To get a more distinct idea of this state we will consider it in itself, especially as to what advantages and rights accompany it; that is, what would have been the condition of individual men had mankind discovered no civilization and introduced no arts or commonwealths; and secondly in relation to other men, whether it bears a resemblance to peace or to war; that is whether men who live in a state of mutual natural liberty, wherein no man is subject to another, and they have no common master, should be 
considered foes or friends.” Ibid. For us to form some conception of this natural state we must imagine man as dropped from somewhere into this world and left entirely to his own resources with no help from his fellows after birth nor aided by any special attention from God. Pufendorf claims that such a condition must be regarded as miserable. To support this claim he quotes several Greek and Roman 
writers who give a “a wretched picture of the primitive state of man”. Ibid.   Now the right attendant in this natural state of man can be easily imagined. First, man will use every means to preserve their body and life and to avert everything that would destroy them. Men in a natural state, may use and enjoy everything that is open to them, and may secure and do everything that will lead to their preservation as long as no injury is done to the right of 
others. Second, from this fact those who enjoy this state are subject to no man’s orders. They may use their own judgement and occasion, provided of course that it is framed on natural law, just as they use their own strength, to serve their own defence and preservation.  The state of nature has therefore been described as a natural liberty, since every man, is understood to be under his own right and power and not subject to the power of any other man. So every individual is considered equal to every other individual, since neither is the subject of the other. I.ii.3:158.  Pufendorf discusses this in some detail and rejects the positions taken by Spinoza and Hobbes on the issue. Hobbes expressed his view in the following way:  
“Nature has given every man a right to all things, that is, in a pure state of nature, and before men had mutually bound themselves by any agreements, every man had the right to do to all others whatever he pleased, and to hold, as well as to enjoy, whatever he would and could. And so from this it is clear that in a state of nature utility is the measure 
of right.” Ibid:159. 
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 A state of nature is a hypothetical concept. Pufendorf maintained that a state of nature never actually existed, except in some altered form, or only in parts, as when some men gathered together with others into a civil state, but retained a natural liberty against the rest of mankind. The more groups there were in this division of the human race, and the smaller their membership, the nearer it must have approached a pure state of nature. When mankind at first separated into different family groups, such groups lived in a mutual state of nature, in so far as no single group obeyed another, and the members had no common master: ”In this way, in 
early times, when brothers left their father’s house and set up each for himself and independent family, they began mutually to live in liberty and a state of nature. And so it was not the first 
men but their descendants who began in fact to live in a state if nature,” Ibid:163.   A purely natural state is the condition of man, when all things that have been added by human institutions, have been separated from it. However, nature never intended man to spend his days in such a state. I.ii.4:164. The Natural State of Man is Peace Pufendorf brings up for discussion a question of great importance. Does a natural state, as it concerns other men, bears the character of war or peace? Or what amounts to the same thing: Should those who live in a natural state, that is, those who have no common master and neither obey or command one another, be considered mutual enemies or peaceable people and friends? In this connection, he considers and discusses Hobbes opinion, “where he calls a purely natural 
state one of war, not a single war, but one of all men against all other men”. . I.ii.5:165.  Pufendorf observes that when we discuss the state of man we are not discussing the state of some animal, which is directed only by its senses, but rather “one whose chief adornment 
and master of the other faculties is reason.” II.ii.9:172. This reason, in a state of nature, has a common and abiding uniform standard of judgement. This standard offers a free and distinct service in pointing out general rules for living and the law of nature. Furthermore, if any man is to adequately define a state of nature, he should include the proper use of that reason and should use it in the operation of his other faculties. The use of that reason will show man that 
Hobbes’s view of a war of all men against all others is wrong. Pufendorf uses a twofold argument:  
”It shows him, namely, that to undertake a war without provocation is both improper and unprofitable. For a man can surely appreciate the fact that he did not come into being by his own powers, but he was made by another, who is superior, and so has power over him. Now when he feels himself moved by a twofold principle, of which one side is wholly concerned with present considerations, while the other centers upon future and not present concerns, when by craving of the former he sees himself driven into dangers, perplexities, and disgrace, but led by the latter into safety and respect, 
surely it is not difficult for him to conclude that his Creator’s wish is for him to accept 
the guidance of the latter and not the former.” Ibid. He concludes that the natural state of men is not one of war, but of peace. It is a peace founded on the following laws:  
“A man shall not harm one who is not injuring him; he shall allow everyone to enjoy his own possessions; he shall faithfully perform whatever has been agreed upon; and he shall willingly advance the interest of other, so far as he is not bound by more pressing obligations. Ibid. Pufendof claims that since a natural state assumes the use of reason, any obligation, which reason points out cannot and must not be separated from it. Since every man is able to appreciate that it is to his own advantage to conduct himself in such a way that he can profit from a friendly attitude of men rather than to incur their anger. Finally, he claims that man can easily judge, from the similarity of nature, that other men feel the same. To those who are not entirely 
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convinced by what he has written, Pufendorf advises them to read Richard Cumberland’s De Legibus Naturae. II.ii.9:173.   The True Basis for the Law of Nature   Pufendorf contends that most men agree on the point that the law of nature should be deduced from reason by man himself, and should flow from that source. To make his point he quotes the 1st century Greek rhetorician Dio Chrysostorn. “Since you have a mind, you may 
know of yourself what you should do and how.” II.iii.13:201. However, from this he does not maintain that the general principles of the law of nature came into and are imprinted upon the minds of men at their birth “as distinct and clear rules which can be formulated by man without further investigation or thought as soon as he acquires the power of speech.” Ibid. Anyone who undertakes an examination of the different steps of children as they gradually advance from the ignorance of infancy would recognize that this is a mere fancy. “Nor should it be considered unimportant that the Sacred Scriptures regularly describe infancy as a state of ignorance of 
right and wrong.” Ibid:202.  According to Pufendorf, children and the uneducated distinguish right from wrong with ease. However, this ease comes from experience that goes back to their earliest days. As soon as they show some use of reason they have seen good deeds approved and rewarded and evil ones reproved and punished. The law of nature is therefore not innate  Most men do not know or understand the method, “whereby the commands of the law 
of nature are demonstrated”. The majority of them learn this law, and observe it, by training or by following the examples of others in society. Daily we can see workmen do many things by imitation or with tools, whose method of use they cannot demonstrate. Such operations can, nevertheless, be based on good reason. “From this it is clear how the fitness of the reason to work out the law of nature may be measured, and on what basis it can be seceded whether some command proceeds from a sound or a depraved reason.” Ibid:203.  The dictates of sound reason, Pufendorf claims, are therefore true principles that are in accordance with the properly observed and examined nature of things. Furthermore, they arededuced by logical sequence from prime and true principles.  To show how easy it is to know what the law of nature commands, Pufendorf quotes 
several authors, among them Hobbes, who recommended the following rule: “When anyone questions whether what he plans to do to another will be done in accordance with the law of 
nature or not, let him imagine himself in the other man’s place.” Ibid:204.    Pufendorf discusses how the true basis for the law of nature is found in the conditions of man.  A society cannot exist unless its members have a common feeling, basis or ideology about the proper way to conduct its affairs. This ideology he finds in the fact that man has been endowed with a free will together with the driving forces behind human actions.   He points out that the best and most direct way to learn the law of nature is through careful consideration of "the nature, condition, and desires of man himself". However, we must also observe factors outside man himself and especially such things that work for his advantage and disadvantage.  "For whether this law was laid upon man in order to increase his happiness or to restrain his evil disposition, which may be his own destruction, it will be learned in no 
easier way than by observing when man needs assistance and when he needs restraint.” II.iii.14:205.  Self-Interest Man’s First Human Attribute Pufendorf points out that the pursuit of self-interest is man's first human attribute, inclination or driving force.  "In the first place man has this in common with all beings which are conscious of their own existence, that he has the greatest love for himself, tries to protect himself by every 
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possible means, and tries to secure what he thinks will benefit him, and to avoid what may in his opinion injure him." II.iii.14:205.  However, pursuit of self-interest is not only the first human attribute, it is also the strongest. "And this love of each one for himself is always so strong that any inclination towards any other man yields to it." Ibid:205-206. It is true that there are instances when some men seem to cherish others more highly than they do. They rejoice more in their success and they grieve more in their misfortunes than in their own. Here he draws attention to Descartes and his Les Passions from 1649, in which the love that good parents bear toward their children is so pure that the parents wish to get nothing from them, they strive for their advantage and they are not fearing even their own lives if they can save them. However, Pufendorf claims that, when for example parents are so greatly affected by the successes of their children, it is principally because they think that it constitutes credit for them to have brought them into the world. This attribute or force of self-interest is so strong that any attachment or devotion to other human beings has to submit to it. Furthermore, Pufendorf rejects the possibility that people can act altruistically Pufendorf also refers to the French Huguenot, Francis Carron, who in his Descriptio Japoniae, published in Amsterdam in 1648, writes that human sacrifices are the present custom among the Japanese.68 Furthermore, he refers to the Greek historian Diodorus Siculus who in the 1st century B.C. describes similar customs among the Ethiopians. Nevertheless, to Pufendorf the truth is that such people hold the boasting of friendship and love and the glory they derived from it above all other things, and therefore they feel that “they are well purchased even at the 
cost of life itself”. He concludes that without doubt; “in whatever a man does for another, he 
never forgets himself”.   Why self-interest is the strongest human attribute, Pufendorf answered in the following way:  "It should be observed, in this connection, that in investigating the condition of man we have assigned the first place to self-love, not because one should under all circumstances prefer only himself before all others or measure everything by his own advantage, distinguishing this from the interests of others, and setting it forth as his highest goal, but because man is so framed that he thinks of his own advantage before the welfare of others for the reason that it is his nature to think of his own life before the life of  others. Another reason is that it is no one's business so much as my own to look out for myself. For although we hold before ourselves as our goal the common good, still, since I am also a part of society for the preservation of which some care is due, surely there is no one on whom the clear and special care of myself can more 
fittingly fall than upon my own self.” Ibid:207.  
Sociability Man’s Second Human Attribute In addition to this self-interest and self-love, and man’s desire to preserve himself by any and all means, Pufendorf contends that it can be observed in the character of man “the greatest 
weakness and native helplessness”. Ibid. If one could have imagined a man deprived of any assistance from other men in the world he would think of the life given to him as a punishment. 
“It is also evident that no greater help and comfort, after that granted man by God, comes to him than that from his fellow-creatures.” Ibid. On the one hand, individuals need the assistance of the united efforts of other men to live well and comfortable. The reason being that their own strength and time would fail to give them many useful and necessary things. On the other hand, individuals can contribute many things to others, of which they have no need, and use themselves. It is therefore clear that men are born to co-operate with other men. To support this 
                                                          
68 Carron served in the Duch East India Company for 30 years and became its Director-General. Later he held a     similar position in the Prench East Indies Company. 
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view Pufendorf quotes the Roman philosopher Seneca the Younger: “Man was born for mutual 
assistance” and the Roman Emperor Marcus Aurelius (121-180): “For we have come into being for co-operation.” Ibid.  Pufendorf therefore states that it is easy to find the basis of natural law because man has an attribute, inclination or driving force other than self-interest that distinguishes him from other animals.  "It is quite clear that man is an animal extremely desirous to his own preservation, in himself exposed to want, unable to exist without the help of his fellow-creatures, fitted in a remarkable way to contribute to the common good, and yet at all times malicious, petulant, and easily irritated, as well as quick and powerful to do injury. For such an animal to live and enjoy the good things that in this world attend his condition, it is necessary that he be sociable, that is, be willing to join himself with others like him, and conduct himself towards them in such a way that, far from having any cause to do him harm, they may feel that there is reason to preserve and increase his good fortune.", II.iii.15:207-208 It is therefore necessary for man to be sociable. Consequently, it will therefore be a fundamental law of nature that: “Every man, as so far as in him lies, should cultivate and preserve towards others a sociable attitude, which is peaceful and agreeable at all times to the nature and end of 
the human race”. To drive home this point he first quotes the Roman Cicero: “You will appreciate the fact, if you investigate the nature of human associations and society, that law 
has not been established by opinion but by nature” and then the Greek Iamblichus:  
“That man should live together and at the same time contrary to law would be utterly impossible. For in that case they would suffer more than if each man lived altogether 
by himself”. It is a fundamental law of nature that: “Every man, as so far as in him lies, should cultivate and preserve towards others a sociable attitude, which is peaceful and 
agreeable at all times to the nature and end of the human race”. Ibid:208. To emphasize what he meant by being social Pufendorf continues:  
”For by a sociable attitude we do not understand here the particular meaning of a tendency to form special societies, which can be formed even for an evil purpose and in an evil manner, such as a banding together of highway robbers, as if it were enough for them to band together with any end whatsoever in view. But by sociable attitude we mean an attitude of each man towards every other man, by which each is understood to be bound to the other in kindness, peace and love, and therefore by a mutual obligation. And so it would be absolutely false to assert that the sociable attitude which we propose 
makes no distinction between a good and a bad society.” Ibid. It is in this connection important to make it clear that Pufendorf does not say that “man is 
naturally sociable” but rather that “man must be sociable”’. This is emphasized by John Chipman (2012), who, in his article about the existence and optimality of political equilibrium in natural law, quotes Fiametta Palladini (1990); “being sociable is the ideal to which men must 
tend, not the natural data from which one starts out”, and also Norberto Bobbio (1990) who remarked: “Man’s need to live together with others does not derive, in contrast to Grotius, from 
a natural tendency towards society, but rather … from two objective conditions, self-love and weakness, which cause men to desire to live in society. So explained, life in society appears more as the product of a rational calculation, of an interest, than as an instinct or appetite, for which Pufendorf must once more be held to be more a follower of Hobbes than of Grotius.” 69 A Social Attitude Has to Be Cultivated 
                                                          
69  Fiammetta Palladini (1990): Samuel Pufendorf-Discepolo di Hobbes. Per una reinterrpretazione del  giusnaturalismo modern.Il Mulino, Bologna. pp. 96-97, and Norberto Bobbio: Il giusnaturalismo. In Luigi   Firpo [Ed.]: Storiadella idee politiche, enonomiche e sociale. Vol. IV, Plart 1. Unione Tipografico-Editirce  Torinese, Torino 1980.  pp. 491-558.] 
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Pufendorf emphasizes that every man should by his life promote and cultivate a social attitude 
“so far as in him lies”. He makes it clear that it is not in our power to make all others conduct themselves towards us as they should. However, we have done our duty if we have done what is within our power to move them to be sociable towards us. From this it follows logically that 
“since whoever obligates a man to an end obligates him as well to the means without which the 
end cannot be obtained”. II.iii.208. Pufendorf claims that all things promoting that sociable attitude are understood to be commanded by natural law. All that disturb or destroy this attitude is forbidden by natural law. Furthermore, it is obvious that this way of presenting the law of nature is not only the clearest “but the majority of scholars recognize that it is also the most 
fitting and proper”. Ibid.  Although he contends that there is no need of piling up a mass of testimony, he still quotes Seneca the Younger, the Roman Plinius Secundus, Marcus Aurelius, and the Greek rhetorician Libanius the Sophist (314-390). The latter emphasizes that: “Nature 
has appointed man to be a helper to his fellow man and a partner in his life.” II.iii.15:209.    Pufendorf also adds what he calls other less important reasons for man to be sociable. An example is the fact that nothing is sadder for man than continued solitude. He quotes Cicero who says: “no one would like to pass his life in solitude even if surrounded with an infinite 
abundance of pleasures.” Therefore, “it is easily perceived that we are born for communion and fellowship with man, and for natural association”. Ibid.    Refering again to Bishop Cumberland, Pufendorf emphasizes that when he says that man is a social animal he does not intimate that man should hold his own advantage distinct from others. He should hold the advantage of others as well, and he should not seek his own 
advancement to the neglect of others, nor should a man “hope for happiness if he disregards 
and injures others.” Ibid:210.  From the social nature of man and from the fact that he was born not for himself alone but for the human race, Pufendorf points out that the English philosopher Francis Bacon (1561-1626) has drawn some excellent corollaries, for example:  
“That the active life is to be preferred to the contemplative; that the happiness of man is to be sought in virtue, not in pleasure; that we should not withdraw from active life or separate ourselves from contact with others because of unforeseen events; finally, that we should not retire from public life because of timidity or disinclination to 
conciliate men.” Ibid. 
For man to be able to attend his needs, it is necessary to be sociable. Man’s needs are radically different from animals and they are insatiable. Man harbours desires beyond the usual craving for the material needs he has in common with animals: “man is filled through and through with 
a great conglomeration of affections and desires unknown to beasts”, for example love, lust, honours and powers. II.i.6:150. Man seeks society with his fellow man for the fulfilment of his own needs and desires. Pufendorf therefore gives an individualistic explanation of how man socializes in society. In his article The Language of Sociability and Commerce Istvan Hont (1986:267), claims that what Pufendorf had in mind was “precisely what Kant was later to 
christen man’s ‘unsocial sociability’  
Man’s Duties Towards Himself Pufendorf argues that nature has not commanded us to be sociable to the extent that we neglect ourselves. The sociable attitude is cultivated by men in mutual exchange among many “of 
assistance and property”. This cultivation enables men to take care of their own concerns to a greater advantage.  "And even though a man, when he joins himself to any special society, holds before his eyes, first of all, his own advantage, and after that the advantage of comrades since his own cannot be secured without that of all, yet this does not prevent his being obligated so to cultivate his own advantage, that the good of the society be not injured, or harm 
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offered its different members; or at times to hold his own advantage in abeyance and work for the welfare of the society." II.iii.18:214. Although man has his interest in self-preservation in common with other animals, this interest should be far more refined and of a higher type than that, which beasts observe. The reason is that he has received far more endowment than they have and that the duties to which he is bound cannot be fittingly observed, “unless he quickens his native endowment by education, and 
renders it fitted to worthy conduct.” II.iv.1:231. So as man studies to fulfil the laws of that sociableness he should properly give his first attention to himself. Pufendorf claims that he would then fulfil his duties towards other more satisfactorily.  Nevertheless, this regard for oneself is as difficult as it is necessary and “not only 
because men come into the world entirely ignorant of all things”. It is also because man’s innate evil desires draw him away from the dictates of right reason. Unless these evil desires are restrained, they will through his life produce a flood of evil actions.  All men are constrained to undertake the cultivation of the mind since this is necessary to the complete fulfilment of the duty of man. This cultivation should be done in the following way: First, that his conclusions on matters, which concern his duty should be rightly reached. Second, that his judgement and opinion in matters, which commonly arouses his appetite should be properly formed. Third, the impulses of his mind should be regulated and governed by the rule of right reason. II.iv.2:232.  The Importance of Education 
Pufendorf then presents a knowledgeable discussion of man’s duties in the cultivation and development of his mind. Man should be instructed in a non-dogmatic Christian religion, he should be acquainted with himself, his nature, and his duties and he should know his strength and limitation and how far he could strive for fame, riches and pleasure. It is also the duty of man to govern his passions by reason. II.iv. 2-12:231-248.   Education is necessary for the cultivation of the mind; therefore, this should be of special concern to those “who have laid upon them the education of others”. The absence of this cultivation or attitude is contrary “to the duty of man”. Pufendorf argues that not everything, which passes under the title of letters, is of the same nature and should not be considered of the same value. He calls some learning useful, some elegant and curious, and some idle. He divides useful learning into three classes: moral, medical and mathematical sciences.   Moral science is concerned with the cultivation of the mind and the promotion of social life. Medical science is concerned with the health of the body. Mathematical science, which has manifest utility, is concerned with the various arts that contribute very great advantage to the life of man.   Elegant and curious learning is worthy of a free man since it either leads one more deeply into the study of the works of nature, or witnesses to the excellency and ingenuity of the human mind, or preserves the memory of the human race and its accomplishments. To this class belongs the acquaintance with several languages, the higher departments of mathematics, all fields of history, criticism, poetry, oratory and the like.  By idle learning is meant not only that which is concerned with false and erroneous matters, but that which troubles itself with the opinions of smooth-speaking or idle men, whereby the mind is perplexed and prevented from aspiring to the substantial knowledge of things. “A man has the greater disdain for this idle learning the better acquainted he becomes with sound learning. Finally, the evil of pedantic 
learning and addled pedagogues is not to be laid at the door of letters.” II.iv.13:250-251. Furthermore, it is the duty of man to take care of his own body and life.  
Man’s Duties Toward Other Men After having discussed what duties the law of nature instructs upon man toward himself and how much freedom it allows him in the preservation of his person, Pufendorf turns to those 
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restrictions, which concern the duties to be observed towards other men. He divides these duties into absolute and hypothetical. Under absolute duties, he articulates two admonitions: that no one should hurt another and that if someone has caused another a loss, he should make it good. This duty is of all duties the most important. “Nay, this duty is of the greatest necessity, since 
without it the social life of men could in no way exist.” III.i.1:313. Pufendorf emphasized that if any damage or loss has been caused, it should be made good. The reason being that men are so depraved that “they will never refrain from hurting each other, unless they are forced to make restitution, nor will it be easy for a man who has suffered some loss to make up his mind to live at peace with another, so long as he has not 
received proper restitution”. III.i.2:314. 
The word damage should be viewed broadly to include every injury against a man’s body, reputation, and virtue. “So it signifies any hurt, destruction, diminution, or seizure of something which we now possess, or the interception of something which we should have had by perfect right – whether it was given us by nature, or allowed us by the agency or law of man 
– or, finally, the avoidance or refusal of some act which a person was under perfect obligation to perform for us.” Ibid. Externalities As an illustration of the latter, Pufendorf quotes the Roman rhetorician Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (35-100), from his Declamations, where it is exposed that a man, who covered the 
flowers in his garden with poison, from which his neighbour’s bees died, had been the cause of 
his neighbour’s loss. The argument that carried the case was that: “Since all men agree that bees are roving animals, which cannot possibly be trained to get their food in any one place, therefore, wherever it is right to keep them, the neighbours of such a place are understood to be under a kind of liability of easement, whereby the bees are allowed to wander here and there without any one preventing them.”III.i.3:315.  Discounted Value of Damage In determining the amount of damage Pufendorf claimed that one should not only take into account merely the thing belonging to us or owned by us, which is damaged, destroyed or frustrated; “but the fruits as well which come from it, whether they have already been received 
– in which case they may already be estimated as separate items – or are only hoped for, provided the owner might have received them; although the expenses, necessary to secure such fruits or profits, should be deducted, lest we become more rich at another’s cost.” Ibid:316. Then, something about discounting future gains is added. ”But the estimate of expected fruits is raised or lowered, according as they are nearer to or farther from the time of their uncertain harvest. Thus a crop lost in the blade must be estimated at a lower figure than one 
that is yellow in the full head.” Ibid.70 A similar economic argument is forwarded if someone 
burns another man’s house. In such a case, he should not merely rebuild it. He should also make good the rent, which the owner might have collected from it before it is rebuilt.  All Men Are Equal Every man cherishes his life, his person, and his possessions. In addition, according to Pufendorf, there can be observed, deep-seated in his soul, a most sensitive self-esteem. If someone undertakes to impair this self-esteem, he is rarely less and often more disturbed than if someone tries to injure his person and property. The prime source of this self-esteem is human nature.  Since human nature belongs equally to all men, and since no one can live a social life with a person by whom he is not rated as at least a fellow man, it follows as a precept of natural 
                                                          
70 This has also been noted by Gaertner (2005). 
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law, that “Every man should esteem and treat another man as his equal by nature, or as much 
a man as he is himself.” III.ii.1:330.   From this equality, flows other precepts that will have the greatest influence in preserving peace and friendly relations among men. It is clear that if a man wishes to benefit from the assistance of other men he must in turn lend his own talent to their accommodation. Surely a man offends others if he considers them his inferiors, for example if he demands that they labour for him, while he himself never gives something in return. Such behaviour gives occasion to a breach of peace.  Every man knows his nature best, but he also understands the general inclination of the nature of other men as well. From this it follows that a man, who decides one way in another 
man’s right, and another way in a similar right of his own, is guilty of a contradiction in the very plainest matter. Pufendorf contends that this is evidence of a seriously disordered mind. 
“No sufficient proof, indeed, can be advanced why something that I feel to be proper for myself, 
I should feel to be improper for others who are my equals, other things being equal.” III.ii.4:336. Those men are best fitted for a social life that are willing to allow the same things to others as to themselves.   
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Chapter 8. Private Property and The Four-Stage Theory  Pufendorf uses his theory of human behaviour, in general and in particular his theory of the social man, with its dictates of reason, as the basis to build his theory of property or what he calls dominion. He also explains the development of the concept of private property.  A theory of property is found in all his natural law work. In book IV of the De Jure Naturae et Gentium a comprehensive treatment of this theory is found in Ch. III On the power of mankind over things and in Ch. IV On the origin of dominion. Here he discusses the right and power of men, the origin of property, why things fall into private ownership and the role of an agreement. Furthermore, he develops and presents what can be called rudiments of a four-stage theory of development. In De Offico Hominis et Civis his theory of property is found in Book I, Ch. 12.  The Right and The Power of Men 
Pufendorf’s starting point is that the constitution of man’s body is such that it cannot live from its own substance, “but has need and substance gathered from outside, by which it is nourished and fortified against those things which would destroy its structure. Nay, nearly all nature 
serves man to the further end that he may live his life more advantageously and easily.” 
IV.iii.1:524.  God gave man the power, not merely over plants, but also over animate things produced in heaven, earth or sea. This granted concession does not have the force of a command. It is a privilege that a person can use as far as he pleases. He is by no means bound to use it on every occasion. “The fact that the Jews were forbidden by God to eat of some animals has no relation whatsoever to limiting the right of men over animals, since the reason for that law seems to have been based on medical considerations.” IV.iii.2:525. Consequently, men have the right and the power to harvest the fruits of the earth, its animal and vegetable kingdom. The fruits of the earth include animals, birds and fishes. 
Furthermore, God’s gift embraces the use of the labour performed by animals in cultivation and transport, and also food and produce that come from animals such as milk, eggs, wool and the like. However, he stresses that this power cannot be interpreted as a right to the abuse of either animals or nature.  
“And yet there is no question that the abuse of this power, especially any that is combined with an insensate cruelty deserves reproval. For just as it is to the interest of every State that no man make an improper use of his own property, so a useless and wanton destruction of animals tends to the hurt of all human society, and to the 
dishonour of the Creator and Author of such a gift.” IV.iii.6:531.  Sustainable Harvest 
Pufendorf advocates a sustainable harvest and use of the earth’s fruits. He supports this view by referring to the Chinese Confusion philosopher Mencius (372 – 289BC), as we are told in a report from China, by the Jesuit missionary Martini Martinius (1614-61).  
“’The king should not permit the use of fine mesh nets in fishing, in order that only the large fish should be caught, while the smaller fish allowed in this way to escape might 
increase in size in the course of years, and thus always be sufficient for everyone’. And 
likewise, ‘that no one should be allowed to kill chickens, pigs, and other animals before they were grown. In this way men will have a sufficient supply of meat for their use. From this command came the customs of the Chinese not to kill animals until they had 
arrived at the growth allotted each by nature.’” Ibid.  This also agrees with a statement of the 6th century BC Greek poet Phocylides: “And let no man take all the birds at once from the nest, but leave the mother bird, that you may have chicks 
from her again.” Ibid. Pufendorf also draws our attention to the Roman 4th century biographer Aelius Lampridius, who recorded an act of the Roman emperor Alexander Severus (208-235):  
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“Once, when the population of Rome petitioned him for reduction of prices, he had a herald ask them what kind of food they considered too dear, and when they cried out 
immediately,‘beef and pork,’ he refused to proclaim a general reduction but gave orders that no one should slaughter a sow or a suckling-pig, cow or calf. As a result, in two years or, in fact, a little more than one year, there was such an abundance of pork and beef that, whereas a pound had previously cost eight minutuli, the price of both these 
meats was reduced to two and even one per pound.” IV.iii.6:531.  
The important question is then whether man’s harvesting and use of the fruits of the earth 
implies private property? In Pufendorf’s opinion, it does not. This harvesting and use, could also be carried out in common.  The Origin of Property However, when this power of men over things began to take root in relation to other men, Pufendorf contends that proprietorship or private property arose from an unclear right, where one thing belongs to one particular man and not to another. Before he continue he makes it clear that private property and community (owned in common) are moral qualities, which have no physical effect upon things themselves, but only produce a moral effect in relation to other men and that they own their birth to imposition among men. It is therefore idle to raise the question whether private ownership (proprietorship) in things is due “to nature or to institution”. His answer is that “it is clear that it arises from the 
impositions of men” since “there is no change in the physical substance of things, whether 
proprietorship is added or taken away from them”. IV.iv.1:532  We must in the next place carefully consider and weigh the question of what community or common property is and what private property is. The term common property can be taken either negatively or positively. In the former negative case things are said to be common property as they are before any human act that has made them belong to this man rather than to 
that man. Things are said to be nobody’s, “more in a negative than a positive sense”, meaning that they are not yet assigned to a particular person, not that they cannot be assigned to a particular person. Furthermore they are called; ”things that lie open to any and every person”. In the second positive case things differ from things privately owned in the respect that the latter belong to one person while the former to several persons. Moreover, private property is a right whereby the substance of something belongs to one person in such a way that “it does not 
belong in its entirety to another person in the same manner”. IV.iv.2:533. Again, this does not imply private property. Property is developed from a stage where everything was held in common, things were “not yet assigned to a particular person”. 
IV.iv.2:532. Pufendorf also discusses how things can be held in common and why there are different kinds of property and how property can be restricted by civil law. Private Property Assumes an Agreement When Adam was the only man, “things to him were neither common nor proper”. IV.iv.3:536. Common property implies that there is someone to share with and private property brings in the 
barring of another’s right to the same thing, therefore there has to be more than one person. However, when the number of people grew, it did not, in itself, imply that private property was introduced. Neither is the fact that God allowed men to use the product of the earth an immediate cause of private property. Private property assumes, Pufendorf contends, an act of man and an agreement among men, whether this agreement is just tacitly understood, or clearly expressed. 
“The further point should be carefully observed, that the grant of God, by which He allowed men the use of the products of the earth, is not the immediate cause of dominion, as it has its effect in relation to other men; but that dominion presupposes absolutely an 
act of man and an agreement, whether tacit or express.” IV.iv.4:536. 
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Property is looked upon as a human institution, and not as an order sanctified by God. It is true that God allowed men the use of the products of the earth to their own good. He gave men an indefinite right to them, but the extent of this power and how it should be organised “were left 
to the judgement and disposition of men”. IV.iv.4:536.   It was up to men to decide if they would confine this power within certain limits or not, or if they wanted everyone to have the right to everything or only a certain and fixed part of things. Alternatively, each person could be assigned his definite portion, with which he should rest content with no claim to anything else. To make his point Pufendorf quotes the Father of the Church Saint Ambrose (340-397):  
“Nature has poured forth all things for all men for common use. God has ordered all things to be produced, so that there should be food in common for all, and that the earth should be a common possession of all. Nature, therefore, has produced a common right for all, but greed has made it a right for a few.” Ibid. To this point, he also added Selden who claimed that it was therefore left to men “to determine 
by forethought of sane reason” how they would organise the use of the products of the earth. Men then created private property “as the peace of human society demanded”. IV.iv.4:536-37. Pufendorf argues against those writers who claim that private property is based on natural law. Such a view was, for example, expressed by the German Johann Boecler: “Let there be property and distinction among things; let each man keep his own and not covet what 
is another’s.” Therefore, although natural law did not in itself introduce private property it clearly “advised that men should by convention introduce an assignment of such things to 
individuals, according as it might be of advantage to human society.” IV.iv.5:537. Furthermore, it is understood that the law of nature approves all convention that has been introduced by man, “provided they involve no contradiction or do not overturn society”. 
Ibid. From this discussion Pufendorf concludes: “it is clear that before any conventions of men 
existed there was a community of all things, …, that all things lay open to all men, and belonged 
no more to one than to another.” Ibid. Since things are of no use unless someone can annex their fruits, and since this is not possible if others can take the same fruits, it follows that the first convention, agreement or pact between men was about this important matter.  This view is supported by the opinion of the Dutch clergyman Lambert de Velthuysen (1622-85), who contended that man is permitted to use creatures, which lack the power of reason, and to possess them. Nevertheless, since all men are by nature equal, their power over creatures is likewise equal. Nor, with respect to creatures, has one part of them been assigned to my neighbour, and another to me. Velthuysen concluded that the distinction between possessions is derived from a pact or agreement. Furthermore, first occupancy in itself, before the existence of pacts, does not confer any right. Some examples to support this are given and he concludes: “Therefore, the right whereby what is seized belongs to the first one to occupy it, 
is founded not upon nature but upon an implicit pact and institution of men.” IV.iv.5:539. Pufendorf claims it might briefly be said that “assuming an original equal faculty of men over things, it is impossible to conceive how the mere corporal act of one person can prejudice the faculty of others, unless their consent is given, that is, unless the pact intervenes.” Ibid. An Historical Process 
Pufendorf’s theory of property is genuinely historical in the sense that it describes a process in time. He makes it clear that it was not so that the whole earth or all things at once were divided among all men, and that everything at once passed into private ownership. It came about as the number of people increased and society developed. In his treatment he stresses repeatedly that the development occurs successively as “the state of things, or the nature and number of men 
seemed to require”. IV.iv.6:539. He refers to the 3rd century Roman historian Marcus Junianis Justinus who tells us that the Scythians used to allow property in flocks and household goods, but their fields were held in original community.  
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The first concern of the law of nature is the maintenance of peace and tranquillity of mankind. Therefore, the law of nature made no uncertain suggestion as to what might be the most productive arrangement by men in establishing dominion. For after the human race had multiplied and “acquired a cultured mode of life, the peace of men did not suffer so that there should remain for every man an equal power over all things, that is, that all things should lie 
open to all for the promiscuous use of every man”. IV.iv.6:539.    The Causes of Private Ownership Pufendorf asks why things fall into private ownership. His answer is that in the beginning immobile things produced by nature, without use of labour, such as fields, existed in abundance, considering the small number of people. Every man who wished was then free to take whatever he wanted. The rest was left for everyone that in the future wanted to take it. In such a situation, there was no need for private ownership.  However, when humankind grew more numerous the situations gradually changed. 
Most things that had been necessary for men’s nourishment and their immediate use were no longer produced by nature itself, in sufficient abundance, for men to help themselves. There would no longer be enough for everyone to fulfil their needs. As a consequence, if two or more men find that they want the same thing or if some individuals tries to appropriate for themselves the same thing, and there is not enough for all, an occasion for quarrels and wars lay ready at hand.  The Use of Labour Moreover, most things require cultivation that is the use of labour, to make it fit for human use. In such cases, it would be improper that those who contribute little or no labour should have the same rights to the things that were produced; equal to those who by their labour and industry had made the final products possible. Therefore, it was, Pufendorf contends, advantageous to peace among men that private ownership had been introduced. 
“Therefore, it was advantageous to peace among men that, as soon as men multiplied, there should be introduced dominion of mobile things especially such as require labour and cultivation by men, and, among immobile things, dominion of those which are of immediate use to men, such as places for dwelling; that, in other words, the substance of these objects might belong separately to individuals, or, when several were concerned, to those who by special convention had agreed to a positive community in 
such things.” Ibid:540.   Private Ownership Secures Peace Private ownership would also, in this case, contribute to the avoidance of war and to secure peace among men. To support this particular view, he refers to the Greek philosopher Aristotle (384-322 BC), who undertook to refute the Platonic common property.  He also refers to the 
Greek 5th and 4th centuries’ poet Aristophanes who claimed that if all men should labour in common, lay up their earnings in common, and should be maintained from a common store, 
quarrels would arise because of the inequality of their toils and its product.  “There is always a difficulty in men living together and having things in common.” IV.iv.7:541. The introduction of private property does away with such quarrels and every man takes greater interest in his own things. At the same time, man who has private ownership over things, is given the opportunity to sell liberality out of his own stores, to others who are not as fortunate. He also quotes the Roman satirist Decimus Juvenal (40-125), who points to another positive effect of private 
property: “There is the greatest pleasure in doing a kindness or service to friends or guests or companions which can only be rendered when a man has private property.” IV.iv.7:541. Common Ownership However, Pufendorf has to admit that all arguments in favour of private property have not prevented some from trying to introduce common ownership among men. He mentions the 
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English philosopher Thomas More (1578-1635) in his Utopia, from 1515, and the Italian philosopher Tommaso Campanella (1568-1639) in his City of the Sun, from 1602, as examples. In their books, everything was held in common. Pufendorf assumed that they believed man was perfect. However, “perfect men are more easily imagined than found” and he adds: “But this 
also shows the falsity of the old saying: ‘Mine and thine are the causes of wars’.” Rather it is that “mine and thine” were introduced to avoid wars. He adds that for this reason the Greek philosopher Plato (428-348) designated a boundary stone as “the stone which is the sworn 
arbiter of friendship and hatred between neighbours.” IV.iv.7:541.  Pufendorf then points out that other writers, both ancients and more recent, held a different view on the origin of property. He then discusses what force there is in the arguments of some of these authors.71 He also points to Grotius, who claimed that if societies, who had common ownership were to continue to live without disturbance to the common peace they had to live in great simplicity, being satisfied to subsist on natural fruits while living in caves and clothing themselves with bark from trees and the skins of animals “while if they wanted to live a more refined life, the advantages which had to be secured by industry, property in things was 
necessary”. IV.iv.9:546, Grotius (1625), De Jure Belli ac Pacis, II,ii.2. Finally, in this context, he points again to Grotius who stated that things at first passed into private property upon deliberation. The reason being that other people were not able to know what a person wished for himself so they could not refrain from the things he wanted. Several people might also want the same things.  The Role of an Agreement or Pact  Pufendorf claims that if one group of men get ownership of things, involving, as it does, the exclusion of all the others, this dominion has to be confirmed at least by a tacit pact or agreement. This pact contains, at the same time, a tacit renunciation on the part of the rest. The reason being that when things have been assigned to one person, the rest of mankind do not care to advance any claim to them on the alleged ground that the earth, as the common home of men, has contributed to those same things their substance and nourishment. Hence, it was understood that a pact was agreed upon, formally or informally, that such fields should belong to those who by their labour cultivated them.  
“And hence it is understood that a pact was agreed upon, to the effect that such fields as had been assigned to one person by the express convention of the rest of men, or such as the rest could be held tacitly to have withdrawn from, in view of the fact that one man alone had been allowed to enjoy them in peace, while they had claimed for themselves other fields on the same basis – that such fields, should belong to those who cultivated them. And finally, that what was left should pass to those who would hereafter occupy 
the fields” IV.iv.6:540.  In support on this view, Pufendorf mentions the German jurist Caspar Ziegler (1625-90), who in his book On Grotius, which was pulished in Frankfurt in 1686, delivered useful comments. Pufendorf emphasizes the role of an agreement or a pact in constituting property. He introduces a “tacit convention” in the first stage. 
“Now so long as the actual bodies of things were not yet assigned to certain individuals, there was a tacit convention that each man could appropriate for his own use, primarily of the fruits of things, what he wanted, and could consume what was consumable.” IV.iv.9:546. 
                                                          
71 The Roman historian Cicero, the Greek historian Dionysis (70-7), the Roman Justinus, the 3rd century Roman      apologist Lucius Lactantius, the Assyrian rhetorician and satirist Lucian of Samosata (125-180), the Roman      poet Publius Ovidius (43-17AD), the Roman Plinius Secundius, the Roman Seneca the Younger, the Greek  Diodorus Siculus, the Roman historian Gaius Sallustius (86-36), the Roman epic poet Publius Vergilius (70-  19) and the French essayist Michel Montagne (1533-92). 
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This universal use of proprietorship, in the sense that what one man had taken in this way another man could not take from him without doing him an injury, was then introduced. Here he refers first to the Roman Justinus, who describes the aborigines as people who held all in common living where the entire country belonged to a people and had not yet been divided into estates since those men “were content with fruits that grew of themselves, which the expanse of forests and fields brought forth in profusion for a small population”. Pufendorf points out that this primitive state was not a positive but a negative community and refers again to Grotius, who maintained that if people in such communities were to continue without disturbing the peace, they had to live in great simplicity: “while if they wanted a more refined kind of life, the 
advantages of which had to be secured by industry, property in things was necessary”. Ibid.  He further emphasizes that the initial appropriation of “the fruits of things” established a right, in respect of which it would be unjust to interfere with what another had seized. “An oak-tree belonged to no man, but the acorns that felt to the ground were his who had gathered them.” IV:iv.13:554. Nevertheless, although a tacit pact suffices at first, such a pact must give way to express agreements: 
“Therefore, there was need of an external act or seizure, and for this to produce a moral effect, that is, an obligation on the part of others to refrain from a thing already seized by some one else, an antecedent pact was required and an express pact, indeed, when several men divided among themselves things open to all; but a tacit pact sufficed when the things occupied at that time had been left unpossessed by the first dividers of things.” Ibid:547.  It was then understood that these men agreed that those things, which at first had not been assigned to a definite individual, should pass to him who was the first to take possession of them. Some Things Should Be Kept in Common  What things are of such a character that they fall under private ownership? Pufendorf claims that two conditions are required. First, that the thing is able to produce, by itself or together with other things, some use to men, today or in the future. Second, that the thing should be such that men can acquire it and keep it in their possession. For surely it will be idle and foolish to lay claim to things of no service. In addition, it will be stupid to claim the right of a thing when you cannot with any reason prevent others from using it against your will.   However, some things, although they are useful to men, are because of their extent inexhaustible, and lie open to the use of all. Moreover, the use of one person of such a thing will not make the use of another person worse off. To subject such things to proprietorship would, Pufendorf claims, “be malicious and inhuman”.IV.v.2:558. Men therefore exempt from proprietorship “the light and the heat of the sun, the air and flowing water, and the like”. Ibid. In this group, we can also include those parts of the oceans, lying between the great continents, which are farthest away from land, since all can use these areas of the oceans. The use by one does not prevent others from using it.   The Four-Stages Theory72 
                                                          
72 Ronald Meek (1976:6) in his book Social Science and the Ignoble Savage asked the question: “Did the four     stages theory has a history before the 1750’s? To answer this question, we must first decide what is going to     count as true anticipation of the theory. The essential idea embodied in the theory is that societies undergo     development through successive stages based on different modes of subsistence. In looking for anticipations of     this idea, we should presumably not worry too much if the development which is postulated does not clearly     imply progress in the eighteenth-century sense; or if the number of stages concerned is less than (or indeed     greater than) four; or if the order of the stages is rather different. The important point is that the stages should     be based on different modes of subsistence rather than on (for example) different modes of political     organisation, or different phases of some kind of ‘life cycle’ based on the analogy of human life; and that     these different modes of subsistence should be recognised, even if only vaguely, as in some sense determining 
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 How does Pufendorf explain the order and process in which private property developed? As mentioned, his theory is genuinely historical in the sense that it describes a process in time. Private property was progressively introduced, when men under the pressure of a growing population and depleted natural resources moved from one stage of economic development to the next.  Gathering and Hunting In the state of nature there was no need for distinct ownership, there was enough of the fruits of the earth for everyone, and as mentioned, all things “lay open to all”. Every man who wished was then free to take whatever he wanted. The rest was left for everyone that in the future wanted to take it. In these first small communities there were few people and no rivalry among them and therefore very little need for private property. But when men had to gather food by hunting and fishing, which required some labour and tools, ownership of implements and some rude furniture and sheds were introduced. When such societies grew, rivalry came into existence as well as “the consideration that each one’s 
industry might be his own gain and his idleness his own burden.” IV.iv.11:550.  It should not be understood, “that all things once and for all passed under proprietorship”. In the beginning it was satisfactory that those things should be made private property “which are either immediately and indivisibly of use to several persons, such as clothing, habitations, and fruits gathered for food, or which required some labour and care, 
such as implements, household furnishing, herds and fields.” Ibid:551. Little by little, what remained came under private ownership, “according as the inclination of men or their 
increasing numbers directed.” Ibid. It is of interest to note that Pufendorf claims that things, which require labour and care, should first be made private property.73 Gradually all what remained came under private property, as mankind multiplied or their need and wishes changed. Therefore, in this stage only a tacit agreement was required. As the process of the development is concerned, the emphasis is usually placed on the growth of population and the increase in the ‘refinement’ or ‘industry’, as in the following interesting passage: 
“Yet it is certain that the more the number of men increased, and that more refined life became, the greater the necessity there was for things in increasing numbers to pass under proprietorship. Those people who to this day are but little removed from primitive community, are somewhat barbarous and simple; such, for instance, as exists on herbs, roots, the natural fruits of the earth, by hunting, fishing, with no other property than a 
shed and some rude furniture.” IV.iv.13:554 Pasture Lands  Pufendorf emphasizes that not all passed into private ownership at one time but successively 
“as considerations of concord seemed to require”. As society developed people started to hold domestic animals, but in the beginning, there were few. Pastures where then in abundance in proportion to the small number of people. Every man who wished was then free to take whatever he wanted. The rest was left for everyone that in the future wanted to take it. “Thus for a long 
                                                              elements in the total situation. Men after all, have been speculating about the development of human society     ever since they first consciously began to speculate, and there were of course a great number of attempts     before the eighteenth century to analyse the process of development in terms of one or another kind of stadial     framework.”  See also the previous mentioned important article by Istovan Hont, in either 1987 or in 2005. entitled ‘The Language of Sociability and Commerce: Samuel Pufendorf and the Theoretical Foundation of the “Four 
Stages” Theory’.  73 John Locke’s ideas regarding the labour theory of value and his use of this theory to explain the introduction     of property could have been inspired by Pufendorf. This will be discussed in Chapter 13. 
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time pasture lands remained in primitive community, until, as herds multiplied and quarrels 
arose, it was to the interest of peace that they also be divided.” IV.iv.11:551.  Agricultural Production The next development was the discovery of the use of grain, which led to the cultivation of land and then to an agricultural society. Pufendorf refers to the 4th and 5th century Roman grammarian Marius Servius Honoratus, who also claimed that before the discovery of the use of grains, mankind had been controlled by few laws. However, after laws had arisen from the division of fields, Pufendorf claims that private property at this stage was firmly established and that there was now a need of “a more complicated legal apparatus”. IV.iv.13:555.  So far, as the order is concerned, the general impression Pufendorf gives is that the first things likely to be taken into proprietorship would be the sheds and ‘rude furniture’ of the hunters and fishers; that flocks and herds would probably follow; and that the land itself would be the last thing to come under private ownership. This view, in the eighteenth century, was to become associated with the notion that an original mode of subsistence based on hunting and fishing gave way to one based on pasturage, and this in turn to one based on the cultivation of land.  Commercial Society In his treatment of the theory of value and money in Book V, Chapter v, Pufendorf also develops the fourth stage. According to Pufendorf, it is need that holds all things together, it is not only the sole foundation of price but of exchange and commerce. “For if men had need of nothing, or of another thing no more than what they have, there would be no commerce and no exchange, 
since each man would keep what was his own and enjoy that.” V.i.4:677. To support this view he quotes Aristotle who wrote in his Politics “The art of exchange extends to all (possessions) and it arises at first in a natural manner from the circumstance that some have too little, others 
too much. For they were forced to use exchange until they had enough.” Ibid.  When men give up their primitive existence and commerce increased, the next step will be the introduction of money. “Now after most nations have given up their primitive simplicity they easily appreciated the fact that the old ordinary price no longer sufficed to carry on the business and commerce of men as these increased from day to day.” V.i.11:989-690. For commerce used to consist only in the exchange of goods, and the work of others could be paid for, only in the work or in kind. When a society grows to a sufficient size, individuals are no longer satisfied with what they could produce at home using their own time and resources. They feel a need for goods and services produced by others if they are to live comfortably. On the other hand, individuals can also contribute many things to the use of others of which they themselves do not feel the need. However, this will come to nothing if these individuals could not exchange and barter their different goods and services: 
“Yet when our luxurious desires led to a lack of so many things, in that we no longer were content with what was produced at home, but yearned for the delights of other climes, it was not easy for a man to secure such things as another would be willing to 
exchange for what he wanted, or which were equivalent to another’s goods.” Ibid:690.  When a society based on private property grew, it therefore brought with it commerce, that is, trade, and the growth of markets, the creation of prices and the introduction of money. 
“It is perfectly plain that those nations which are unacquainted with the use of currency have 
no part in the advances of civilization.” Ibid. The foundation of a theory of a commercial society with the use of money in which all individuals attempt to satisfy their own needs and thereby satisfy the need of others, is therefore 
a cornerstone in Pufendorf’s natural law theory. Did Pufendorf Develop a Stadial Theory?  There has been some claim that Pufendorf did not adopt a theory of stages since he wrote on the authority of the Genesis, that these modes of subsistence, which characterize the different 
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stages had in fact coexisted in society from very early times. Ronald L. Meek (1976:19), in his article New light on Adam Smith’s lectures Glasgow lectures on Jurisprudence, contends that Pufendorf firmly believed this, and refers to his De Jure Naturae Book II, Chapter ii, On the Natural Status of Man: ”We know that primitive man by the aid of God learned very early the most necessary arts (see Genesis, iii.21,23; iv.2,17,22) to which the sagacity of men added a considerable number of others.” II.ii.2:157. Before such a rather hasty conclusion is drawn one should recall that Pufendorf had to be very careful not to offend the Church. It should also be noted that Simone De Angelis (2004), in her study about Pufendorf and the Cartesianism, claims that Pufendorf during his months in the Netherlands had taken over, the so called 
‘accommodation theory’ from Christopher Wittich (1625-87). Wittich defended a non-literal interpretation of biblical texts because the Bible used the language of its time and words change their meaning over time. This interpretation made it possible to defend newer discoveries in natural sciences without coming into conflict with the teaching of the Church.  Anthony Pagden (1993:176) in his book European Encounters with the New World, draws attention to another person that was sceptical of the Four-Stages Theory in general and 
Pufendorf’s in particular, the German philosopher Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803): “The same objection, argued Herder, in the Ideen, applied equally to the traditional accounts of the evolution of society which operated with similar discrete, independent stages or epochs, and in 
particular to Puffendorf’s ‘Four Stages Theory’. This explained the evolution of society in terms of changing means of production, from hunter-gatherers or pastoralists to agriculturalists and finally to the commercial society, each one of which was seen as the response to change in the structure and complexity of the needs of society. Apart from the empirical fact that few human societies actually follow this pattern, and that there is little evidence to suggest that agriculture is superior to pastoralism, there is argued Herder, simply no mechanism which can possible account for the shift from one state to the next.”   
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Chapter 9.  Theories of Value, Money and Trade  Pufendorf treats the theory of value or theory of price in all his works on natural law. In Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis his value theory is treated in book I, Definition X Worth is the moral quantity or value of merchandise or things, and of actions that are good for man in communal life, in accordance with which they are fit to be compared one with another.   His major work in eight volumes De Jure Naturae et Gentium, has a comprehensive treatment of the theory of value and of money in Book V, ch. I, On Price.  Book V treats his theory of contracts law. His starting point is the price as the standard for the value of the things to which the contracts refers.   He writes a comprehensive account of the state of the art of the theory of value as it has developed from the Greeks, the Romans74, the Scholastics and the moderns; Grotius, Giovanni Vittori Rossi75 (1577-1647), Johan Nieuhoff (1618-1729), and Selden, to mention some of the ones he builds on and quotes. There are particularly many quotations from Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. He is also here very careful in advising us of his sources.  In De Officio Hominis et Civis his theory of value is found in Book I, ch.xiv. Of the Value and Price of Things.   What Is Price? Pufendorf's starting point is that when private ownership was introduced, as society grew, some people had things or goods and services (actions) they did not need, and at the same time they sought after and wanted to acquire goods that were in other people’s possession. Goods and services therefore had to be exchanged for each other.   By agreement of men, some measures therefore had to be set for the goods and services that were exchanged, “according to which measure things of different nature could be 
compared to and made equal with each other”. V.i.1:675. In exchange goods and services are compared and made equal on the basis of quantities and the common measure. Goods and services can be valued according to their physical substance but also according to what Pufendorf called moral quantity, that is a subjective evaluation; “it follows that in addition to a 
physical quantity there is also a moral quantity, by which, of course, things are valued morally” 
Ibid:675-676. Services are valued in the same way.    Price76 is then the common measure or standard for the value of the goods and services to which the agreement or contract refers to: “This quantity of things and actions is called price, which is a moral quantity or value of things and actions, as they enter into exchange, according 
to which they are usually compared with each other.” Ibid:676.  It is clear from the outset that for Pufendorf this price is the worth, or value, of a good or service in terms of its capacity to satisfy human wants by being exchanged for another good or service.    Pufendorf makes it clear that here he only investigates the value or price of goods and services that “serve some purpose in common life” and “may be able to serve the ends of 
commerce”. Ibid. It is therefore commerce that that gives rise to prices.  The Market Price and The Monetary Price 
                                                          
74 The Greeks Aristotle, Demosthenes (384-322), Lucius Mestrius Plutarch (46-120), the Jew Philo Judaeus of     Alexandria (20BC-50), the Romans Publius Naso Ovidius (45 BC-17), Lucius Anneus Seneca the Younger     (4BC-65), Gaius Plinius (23-79), Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (35-100)  75 He wrote in Latin under the name Ianus Nicius Erythraeus. 76 Pufendorf uses the Latin word pretium. The translators Charles H. Oldfather and William A. Oldfather have     in De Jure Naturae et Gentium translated pretium with price. In De Officio the translator Frank Gardner More     translated pretium with value. In Elementorum Jurisprudentiae the translator William A. Oldfather translated      pretium with worth. 
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Price can be divided into ordinary77 (pretium vulgare) and eminent (pretium eminence). The former is the exchange or what today can be called the relative or market price for goods and services. It "is found in things and actions [services] or labours, which enters into exchange, 
in so far as they afford service and pleasure for man.” The latter is found in money or whatever serves in its place such as nobler metals, gold, silver or bronze.  It is “understood virtually to contain the prices of all things and labours, and to furnish a common standard for their measurement." V.i.3:676.  In his detailed analysis, Pufendorf first discusses the factors, that determines the exchange or market price of a commodity or service, and then what causes it to change. Thereafter he discusses the origin of money as a common measure of value, and what causes the value of money to change. To be able to get a correct understanding of “the nature of 
ordinary price”, that is the exchange or market price, Pufendorf claims that it will help to first consider “its foundation” and second to study why the price “rises and falls”. 78 V.i.4:676. What Is the Foundation of the Market Price? The foundation for the exchange or market price is, according to Pufendorf, first of all “the 
aptitude” of a good or service, by which it, now or later, contributes something to the necessity of human life, or to making it more advantageous and pleasant. To emphasize what he means, he has some critical remarks on a statement by Grotius (Bk. II. xii.14): "The most natural measure of the value of things is the need for it." Ibid:676. Following Pufendorf this statement does not, hold true universally, if Grotius means that the foundation of price is want, or that men merely value a thing because it is needed.79 Should this be true, goods that serve idle pleasure will have no price, and this, of course, is not so. However, if the “need of a thing” is not defined merely from the circumstances that it helps to preserve or to make our existence pleasurable, but that 
it also, in some people’s view, contributes some delight or satisfaction than its true. Pufendorf did not use the word “utility” but his term “aptitude” has clearly the same meaning. Furthermore, he maintains that the cause of economic activity comes from the demand side.80 
It is men’s need, their mutual utility of goods and services that creates exchange and commerce and as a consequence prices. It is therefore the demand side, that binds the economy of a society together. This is made clear with a quotation from Aristotle, Nicmachean Ethics.81  
“The fact that it is demand which is like a principles of unity binding society together, is evident because, if there is no mutual demand on the part of two persons, if neither of 
them or one only needs the services of the other, they do not effect and exchange.” 
V.i.4:677. Why does costs of production or other factors that determines supply not enter into the picture and influence the price? The answer is that Pufendorf, at this stage, considers an exchange situation where supply, he uses the word scarcity, is fixed. It is therefore clear that his starting point is a subjective theory of value were focus is on the demand side. This was also the view that was forwarded by some of the Scholastic writers. However, he later returned to the supply side where the factors of production and their prices are discussed. Why Do Some Goods or Services Lack a Price? The art of exchange extends to most possessions, but there are some very useful goods and services for which it is understood that no price is set, because;  
                                                          
77 In Basil Kennet’s translation he uses the word ‘proper’. 78 According to Hutchison (1988:97), Pufendorf with this distinction appears to develop a precursor of those     subsequently drawn by Richard Cantillon, Adam Smith and others between ‘natural’ (or ‘intrinsic’) price and      market price.  79 It is clear from Grotius treatment of the theory of price in De jure Belli ac Pacis, Ch. 12 On contracts p.351,     that need is not the only measure of value. 80 The word “demand” did not come into English language before Gershom Carmichael used it. See chapter 15.  81 Pufendorf refers to Nicomachean Ethics Bk. V, chap. viii as it was “advanced by Grotius”, In the     Nicomachean Ethics referred to in the literature list it is Bk. V, chap. v.  
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(1) they are and should be exempted from private ownership,  (2) they are removed from man's use in commerce, or  (3) in business relations, they are considered as nothing more than an accessory       to something else.  Pufendorf first claims that the upper reaches of the air, the sky, celestial bodies and the open ocean are removed from human ownership. No one can therefore properly put a price upon them, although they serve the greatest use for the life of man. No one has a property right to the air, it is held in common for all, and therefore it has no price. Second Roman law has excluded hallowed and sacred places from commerce and thereby deprived them of any price, although many of them otherwise would have had a price since they then would come under human 
ownership. There is also no price upon a free man’s head, for as soon as any man is made an object of sale, he is no longer free. Third, no price can be set upon;  “the warm light of the sun, pure and wholesome air, a beautiful landscape in so far as it only delights the eye, or upon wind, shade, and similar things in themselves or considered apart, since men cannot enjoy them without the use of the land; yet every one realizes how important such things are in influencing the price of district farms, 
and estates.” V.i.5:678.  The reason that these accessories have no price is that they cannot be separated from the land. A property with a lot of sun and a nice view will therefore gain a higher price than a property with no sun and no view.   Finally, whatever actions, laws of God or of men, ordain to be performed freely, or forbid entirely from exchange, that cannot be owned and therefore will have no price. Examples given are priestly absolution of sins, public offices, and justice. Furthermore, Pufendorf refers to the Italian scholar Giovanni Vittorio Rossi:  It is surely a disgrace, to the calling of letters that in some places men sells doctor degrees for money. Ibid:679.  Why Do the Market Price Rise or Fall?  There are, according to Pufendorf; "various reasons why the price of one and the same thing rises or falls, and why, therefore, one thing is preferred to another, although the latter apparently affords as much or greater service in the life of man". V.i.6:680.  The use people have for a good or service lays the foundation for the price but it is nevertheless not the only factor that determines the price. The reason is that the need of an article does not always come first. In many such instances, the need will have little influence at all on the price. On the one hand, we observe that the things men are least able to do without are cheap. On the other hand, we observe that goods which people has a great desire for, but if necessary they can easily do without, are expensive. This view is supported with a quote from the Roman architect Marcus Vitrivius Pollio, (ca75-15):  
“Whatever is necessary for mankind the divine providence has not made difficult and expensive, like pearls, gold, silver, and other things, which neither our body nor our nature requires; but those things which the life of mortals cannot safely do without, providence has scattered abroad ready to hand all over the world.” Ibid. The Paradox of Value It is therefore clear that it is not only subjective valuations that determine the price. The chief factor for high price is therefore scarcity. This view is supported by quotes from two Greek philosophers. First from Plato: “Only what is rare is valuable, and water, which is the best of 
things […] is also the cheapest.” V.i.6:680.  Thereafter from Sextus Empiricus, (160-210):  
“Things that are scarce are regarded as valuable, but those which grow amongst us and are easily secured, not at all. Now if we imagine water as scarce, how much more valuable would it appear than all the things now regarded as valuable? Or, if we picture ourselves great quantities of gold simply scattered around on the ground like stones, 
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who, may we suppose, would regard it as valuable and lock it up under such 
circumstance?” Ibid. So nature has provided in great abundance the goods that we cannot be without and therefore these goods have no price or a low price. At the same time there is a great shortage of the goods, which we, if necessary can do without, and therefore these have a high price. Consequently, the chief factor in a high price is scarcity. Pufendorf therefore was fully aware of and had no problem with what later became the so called ‘Paradox of Value’ or ‘Diamond-Water paradox’, that certain goods that are very useful and valuable to man such as water, are very cheap to buy; while other less useful goods, such as diamonds, are expensive.  Creation of Scarcity Pufendorf goes on to discuss why certain goods are scarce and therefore have a high price. One important reason is that business people themselves can create scarcity. By reducing output, they create scarcity and as a consequence they are able to raise the price and thereby increase their own revenue. In other words, they create what in to-day’s language is called a monopoly situation. This point is illustrated by quotes from the Greek geographer and historian Strabo (63BC-23).82 Strabo, who undertook a journey up the Nile, wrote that the Egyptians did not permit the papyrus plant to grow in many places; they thus raised the price “because of scarcity 
and increased their own revenue”. Furthermore, Pufendorf tells us how the Dutch in many sections of India destroyed the clove and nutmeg plants in order to prevent an over-supply of these species. V.i.6:680.  Human Motives However, human motives can also play an important role in determining the price. Attention is drawn to some inclinations or motives behind consumer behaviour, which deviates from right reason, and therefore affects the price of goods or services. These inclinations are; ambition of men, perversion, bragging, mischievousness or envy and want of luxury. First, he observes what he calls the ambition of men: 
“For the ambition of men especially values what they have in common with but a few 
others, while on the other hand whatever is seen in almost any one’s house, is of little 
worth in their eyes.” V.i.6:681. 
Second, men’s perversion: “Nay men are often so perverted that a thing is rated highly because 
its use has been forbidden, the mere proscription serving to whet their curiosity”. The Assyrian Lucian, rightfully ridicules those: “Who glut themselves with roses in mid-winter, loving their rarity and unseasonableness, and despising what is seasonable and natural because of its 
cheapness.” Ibid.  Third, men are also governed by bragging or what today might be called conspicuous consumption:  
“So also in general men scarcely ever consider a thing valuable, which does not yield to the holder some distinction and position above that held by the rest of men, and by 
reason of which they cannot vaunt themselves above others.” Ibid.  Fourth and fifth, if men are not moved by boasting it might be that they delight in the mischief’s of others or is moved by envy of the ones that have more than they.  
“Therefore, whoever prides himself on the fact that others lack the good things in which he abounds, appears in fact to delight in the ills of others, while whoever holds his goods 
of less value because others also enjoy them, is moved by envy of them.” V.i.6:682 The sixth point want of luxury consumption, is explained by the fact that “as in many other things, so also in this, the general inclination of men deviates from right reason” Men has 
                                                          
82 Strabo’s work is a major source of knowledge of the ancient world. He lived in Amascia, now Amasya,     Turkey.  He wrote 47 books of Historical Sketches and his Geographical Sketches defines the aims and      methods of geography. 
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therefore because of their overweening luxury “set enormous value upon things which they 
could very easily do without.” V.i.6:681. This fact is due to “the depravity and corruption of 
human nature” that put value of these goods because they are scarce. The prices of such goods are set by the desire, which anyone have for them. This view is supported by a quotation from the Roman Marcus Tellius Cicero (106-43 BC): “The only limit to the valuation of such things is the desire which any one has for them, for it is difficult to set bounds to the price unless you 
first set bounds to the wish”. Ibid  The price of luxury goods will fall sharply when such goods become abundant because people will not fancy them anymore. Pufendorf gives the price of tulips as an example, Ibid.  It is taken from the Italian Giovanni Vittorio Rossi, who explained that originally tulips grew high up in the Alps, without receiving any cultivation or attention. Then they were brought into the cities, and their price increased drastically, because of the desire of men for their novelty. But after they had become abundant their price fell so greatly that scarcely anything was considered cheaper.  People values highly commodities consumed by important people and they might pay a high price for certain goods because high prices gives them some distinction and position above that of others. To support this view, he quotes many Greek and Latin authors. For example, Gaius Pliny the Younger (61-113): “Nay, the folly of men fancies that some great value lies in 
anything that has had a high value placed upon it.” Ibid. To underscore his point he also quotes several Roman sources. Here only two will be brought to light. The Roman biographer Lampridius, who wrote: “He loved to hear the price of food served at his table exaggerated, 
asserting it was an appetizer for the banquet.” The satirist Decimus Janius Juvenal who, in the first half of the second century, expressed it more clearly: “Those please the more which are bought for more.” Ibid. 
 Furthermore, Pufendorf points out that it happens that certain commodities are highly valued not by the whole world but by certain individuals, because they see them valued by important individuals, whom they want to please. “Thus the price of certain kind of food or 
clothing rises because the king fancies it.” V.i.7:685. It is usually called the price of fancy. The Snob and the Bandwagon Effect, Conspicuous Consumption, and Consumer Surplus From this discussion it is clear that Pufendorf, drawing on quotations from the Greek and the Roman philosophers, was aware of what today are called the Snob effect, the Bandwagon effect and conspicous consumption.   These observations are also, close to what Thorstein Veblen, in his Theory of the Leisure Class from 1899, more than 200 years later, described as conspicuous consumption and the eccentricities of “the pecuniary culture”.83    The difference between our willingness to pay and what we actually pay, which is the basis for the concept of Alfred Marshall’s consumer surplus, is also clear to Pufendorf. He quotes the Roman philosopher Lucius Annaeus Seneca the Younger who wrote: “Some things 
are of greater value than the prices which we pay for them.” V.i.6:684. Elastic and Inelastic Demand Pufendorf also seems to have a rudimentary understanding of what we today describe as elastic and inelastic demand. Luxury goods have an elastic demand and the demand for necessities is inelastic. A decline in the supply will therefore raise the price of everyday goods much more than for luxury goods.  
“But things of daily use and such as concern primarily food, clothing, and arms, experience the greatest rise in price when scarcity of them is joined with necessity, such as is seen in times of famine, and in sieges and delayed voyages, when hunger and thirst 
must be appeased and life be preserved at any price.” V.i.6:683  
                                                          
83 This is also noted by Gaertner (2005:241). 
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This view is backed up by several quotes, for example the Romans Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (35-100), who wrote: “In great want anything that can be bought in cheap.” or Gaius Plinius Secudas (23-79), who wrote: “At the siege of Casilinum by Hannibal, a mouse was sold for two hundred denarii, and the person who sold it perished with hunger, while the purchaser 
survived.” Ibid. Cost of Production The scarcity or supply of goods and services are also influenced by the cost of production. “The price of manufactured articles is usually raised not only by their rareness but because of their 
workmanship.” V.i.6:683. Other factors that determine the cost of production are the difficulty of the work and the abundance or scarcity of workers. It is also made clear that the price of labour and services is determined in the same manner as the price of a commodity. That is, by the difficulty of the work, the qualifications required of the workers, how the labour force can be of benefit to the producer, how necessary the workers are for the production, how scarce the workers are, how well known they are, and finally how free are the labourers to take work which they choose. Ibid:684  What Is the Legitimate Price? The deliberations mentioned in the previous sections will according to Pufendorf, regularly raise the prices of goods as their opposite lowers them. However, when it comes to the determination “on the spot” of the exchange or market prices, other factors have to be considered. The discussion starts with an observation; “that among those who live in natural liberty each man is allowed to fix the price of an article of his own pleasure, since every man is the final arbiter of his possessions and actions.” V.i.8:685. Any person who wants an article of mine may set another price by his own valuation but it is within my power to accept or reject his offer. If a person set what others think is an outrages price of an article of his, nobody can complain, since they can either accept or reject his price. On the other hand, if a person wants to force an article of his upon someone else he has to accept whatever price a particular purchaser chooses to quote. Pufendorf points out that:  
“There can, therefore, be just cause of complain only when a man, through inhumanity or out of hatred or envy, either refuses to sell to one in need, things which he enjoys a superfluity, or else is willing to part with them only upon very hard terms.” Ibid:686. He concludes that in a state of nature the prices of all goods and services will be determined by agreement between the parties concerned, “and that man cannot be charged with a sin against 
the rules of commerce” Ibid.   All the participants in the market will try to maximize their profit. This is a legitimate motive “provided he shows no inhumanity towards the needed”. Ibid. Self-interest is balanced by sociability, which is our inclination to live in society with other people.  The Legal Price and the Natural Price  In organized states, prices are fixed in two ways. One way is by some decree or law of those in authority, the other by the general valuation and judgement of men, with the further consent of those who are the parties of the bargain. Pufendorf claims that some are accustomed to call the former legal, and the latter common or natural price. Ibid.   The legal price is regularly assumed to agree with justice and equity. However, Pufendorf forwards a clear warning and states that the opposite can be manifestly true. In fixing this legal price, gross ignorance may now and then intervene. Furthermore, those in authority, who decide the price, might show hatred or favour towards buyers or sellers, or there might exist some other form of corruption. In setting the legal price they might also have more regard for their own profit. 
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 The legal price is generally fixed at ‘a definite point’ and admits no latitude. Any variation therefore constitutes an injustice. Pufendorf also discusses how the legal price can be set in favour of either the seller or the purchaser. If the price is set in favour of the seller, the buyer can-not rightfully try to persuade the seller to accept less. However, the latter may if he chooses, accept less, since every man has the right to renounce what is to his advantage. If the price is set in favour of the purchaser the seller cannot demand more. Pufendorf gives an example of how “in some places a more subtle procedure was adopted so that the prices of certain things may not become too high”. In the states of Greece there was a rule that fish vendors should not sit but stand; “so that worn out by the monotony and strain of standing they 
would sell their fish while fresh and at a fair price.” Ibid:686-687.  How Is the Market Price Determined in Practise? The interaction of sellers and purchasers determines the common price, that is the market price. Pufendorf claims that the Roman philosopher Seneca the Younger (-65AD) must refer to this price when he says:   
“What does their real value matter, since the buyer and seller have settled the price 
between them? … The price of everything varies according to circumstances; after you have well praised your wares, they are worth only the highest price at which you can sell them.” V.i.9:687.  He also realized that when supply is given it is not individual evaluation but total evaluation or 
total demand, which determines the price. Again a quote from Seneca: “The prices of things are not fixed by fancy, nor by their utility to individuals, but by their common utility, that is, they 
are worth as much as all would value them.” Ibid.  Furthermore, the market price is also a just price when buyers and sellers have full information about the goods and the market.  
“You might express it in no more convenient way than that it is a just price which is commonly set by those who are sufficiently acquainted with both the merchandise and 
the market.” Ibid. In fixing this common or market price, consideration has to be given to the labour and expense, which merchants undergo in importing and handling their wares. Pufendorf discusses what kind of expenses merchants in commerce can included in the market price, and what expenses are not. If a merchant broke his leg or became ill when he brought his wares to the market such incurred expenses cannot be charged to the price. “But, merchants can include in their estimation the time they have spent, the plans they have formed, and the troubles they have met in acquiring, preserving, and distributing their merchandise, as well as all necessary expenses 
for the labour of their servants.” V.i.10:688. Furthermore, costs that accrues because of 
difficulties or risk in the transport, the length of transport; “as well as different value of money and goods in different places” can be included in the natural price, Ibid.   Pufendorf also stresses the point that merchants are in the market to make profit and that a certain profit is necessary as incentives for the functioning of the market. “And it would surely be inhuman, and likely to destroy the industry of men, to try to allow a man for his business, or any other short of occupation, no more profit than barely permits him to meet his 
necessities by frugality and hardship.” Ibid.  Finally, the market price also varies with market conditions that is “according to the 
manner of buying and selling”. For those who sell goods by retail can demand a somewhat larger price than those who sell wholesale. In a retail market, where goods are sold in small amounts, those who sell will experience more trouble in the buying and selling than those who sell in wholesale. It is also more profitable to receive payments in large sum than to collect in small amounts. Ibid.  Opportunity Costs 
77  
In the natural price can be included any loss ensuing, or foregoing profit, which befalls the seller by virtue of such a sale. Merchants can therefore include the loss or increase of profit, which “follows upon delayed or prompt payment”. The opportunity cost is recognised. “For surely the day as well is part of price, and it is of more consequence to pay on the spot than after some time, since some further profit can be made of the money in the meantime.“ Ibid:689.  In their cost can also be included the abundance or scarcity of workers, who will be employed in the production and transport of these goods. Their abundance is again affected by the price of labour, which in turn depends on the dexterity required of such labour, usefulness, and necessity and labourer’s freedom to work when they choose.  Changes in Demand and Supply Pufendorf subsequently discusses the effects on the market price of what to-day will be called changes in demand and supply. “But it is also well known how subject a market is to sudden and frequent changes from the plenty or scarcity of purchasers, money and commodities.” 84V.i.10:688.  If for some particular reason, there occurs a decrease in the number of purchasers or their income while we have an abundance of commodities, the price will fall. On the other hand, will an increase in the number of buyers, when we have a scarcity of goods, increase the price?  An increase in the quantity for sale, ceteris paribus, will have as an effect a reduction in the market price. This assertion is supported by a quote from the Roman historian Cornelius 
Tacitus: “The quantity for sale brought about a fall of price.” Ibid. On the other hand, a decline in the quantity of goods, what Pufendorf calls a scarcity of goods, will increase the price.   Pufendorf is also aware of what we call buyers’ and sellers’ market. Buyers’ market that is when sellers have trouble at selling all their wares at anticipated prices, he explains in the following way. “So also it makes for a lower price if sellers hunts out purchasers and offers them his wares, that is, when the merchandise seeks purchasers.” Ibid. Such a mode of selling, when there is scarcity of purchasers that leads to a fall in price, has passed into the proverb; 
’proffered wares stinks’. Ibid.   From this discussion, it is clear that price is determined by an interaction between the utility of all buyers, and the scarcity of a commodity or service, in modern parlance; demand and supply. The price will rise towards a level where it covers the normal costs that accrue during the production and transport of that good. Lack of need or demand of a good, caused by a scarcity of purchasers, lowers the price. But the price will also be lowered if the number of suppliers increases. Pufendorf‘s analysis might therefore be interpreted as a rudimentary Marshallian demand and supply analysis. In addition, Pufendorf claims that the price will change if the quantity of money changes.   The Question of Information Pufendorf also brings up for discussion the question of what kind of information a seller has to give possible buyers about the product he sells or about the market conditions for this particular product. 
 Equality is the key word. All parties should have the same kind of information and if inequality is found the one party, who has received less, acquires the right to demand, “that 
what he lacks to be made up to him”. V.iii.1:708. From this it follows that “he who by contract wills to transfer a thing to another, should indicate not only its qualities that can be estimated, but also its shortcomings and faults, ins so far as they are known to him; for unless this is done, 
it is impossible to fix clearly a just price.” V.iii.2:709.  However, this does not mean that a man has “to disclose to every one the condition of his affairs, or to communicate to another all his 
                                                          
84 This is what Bo Sandelin (1987:577) calls elements of the quantity theory of money.  
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knowledge”. Ibid. If he is not under contract he can hide many things from others even though he may be the only one to enjoy profits from his silence. “For instance, if I know that gems are found in a deserted place belonging to no one, I am not obligated to tell this to another that he also may share with me the profit.” V.iii.3:710.   Pufendorf also draws attention to another issue. Just as there is no doubt that notice should be given of possible faults with some merchandise that is being contracted, there has been a discussion among the ancients whether other things as well, which did not concern the actual matter at hand, and yet have some bearing on its value, should be indicated as much by the buyer as the seller.  He uses an example the Merchant of Rhodes, as it is referred to by the Roman orator Cicero. A merchant from Alexandria has brought a shipload of grain to Rhodes, where there at this time was a famine among the Rhodians. The merchant also knows that many other merchants have sailed from Alexandria with grain, bound for Rhodes, and that they will arrive shortly. The question is if he should reveal this information to the Rhodians, or keeping silent and sell his own grain at as high price as possible. V.iii.4:711.    Different authors at different times have brought up, discussed and given different answers to this question. Pufendorf claims that from a strict market point of view the merchant does not have to reveal this information. The reason being that at the time of the contract nothing was concealed. The quality of the grain was apparent and it was worth as much as it was being sold for, although it would have been worth less a short time afterwards. Furthermore, the Rhodians had no right to this information, “in the proper sense of the word, to learn this from 
the merchant, since they had no pact with him on that point”. Ibid:712.  There is, according to Pufendorf, another question, that he “would not hasten to answer in the 
affirmative”. Ibid. Did the merchant act against what he calls the law of beneficence and humanities? There are three reasons why the merchant in this case was not obliged to reveal his knowledge. First, for an obligation to come from the law of beneficence and humanity it is necessary that the other person is in great need “of having it done him gratis”. This was not the case since the Rhodesians needed grain but had no lack of money. They could certainly pay a high price. Second, a person is not obliged to do a kindness when he as the giver losses more than the receiver gains. In this case the merchant would have lost more profit by informing of the coming fleet, that the buyers would have gained in grain. Third, the general custom in business is not to stick to a too close observance of duties in transactions of this nature. The necessity of beneficence in the case of merchants “can be easily overlooked”. Ibid.  Furthermore, Pufendorf contends that none should be forced into a contract. Contracts made by cohesion should be declared null. However, a government can force a merchant to undertake a contract, that is; “to sell something of which the state is in great need, or to let their 
services, wagons or ships.” V.iii.6:714. This is entirely proper when the public service, or necessity requires it, and the price of the service or merchandise is justly met.  Finally, Pufendorf adds, without further discussion, that it is not uncommen for states to require that a man who wishes some particular thing, “must buy from one person and from 
no one else”. Ibid.  Theory of Money and Trade  The Origin of Money After completing his discussion of the factors that determine the value or price of a commodity or service, known as the ordinary price, Pufendorf turns to the origin of money as a common measure of value, known as the eminent price. The eminent price follows, in large extent, the metal value. This corresponds roughly to what we today call the monetary value. When the price of a good changes, we must distinguish between change in the price of the good itself or a change in the value of money. The first occurs if a greater or smaller quantity of the good is 
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available, given an unchanged quantity of money. The other occurs if the quantity of money changes while the supply of the good is constant.  In simple primitive societies “commerce used to consist only in the exchange of goods, 
and the works of others could be paid for only in the work or in kind”. V.i.11:690. However, in 
more advanced societies people’s more luxurious desires led to a lack of many things and they were no longer satisfied with what was produced at home but yearned for the products of other countries. In such a situation, it was not easy for a person to exchange the goods and services he had in abundance for the goods or services he wanted. One particular good or service that he wanted had to be exchanged for just another good or service, or a combination of goods and services he had. The introduction of money is therefore closely linked to the development of commerce and international trade.  Obviously, it will not be easy in this way to find the combination that makes exchange possible. It is according to Pufendorf; “perfectly plain that those nations which are 
unacquainted with the use of currency have no part in the advances of civilization”. V.i.11:690. Therefore, most nations, “which enjoy a higher level of culture”, have agreed to set an eminent or money price on a particular good which will serve as a measure for how it is worth when measured against other goods. When the volume of exchange increased, it became impractical to exchange one commodity for another. From this, a need arose to find something that could be used to measure the value of different commodities. Fine metals were practical for this purpose. Because of their scarcity, they have a high value in comparison to their weight. Fine metals could therefore also be handled and defended with some ease. Such metals could therefore be used as money.  By using money, a person could; “secure for himself anything that was for sale and carry on all commerce and fulfil every agreement with perfect convenience”. V.i.12:690.  Another reason for the introduction of money was that we also know today what we will want in the future. Money was therefore also introduced so that we could be sure in advance that we would have the means to secure what we should need in the future. It is a surety so that when a person presents it he can get anything that is for sale. To deepen his exposition Pufendorf 
quotes again from several of Aristotle’s works. First from Politics:  
“When the inhabitants of one country became more dependent on those of another, and they imported what they needed, and exported their surplus, money necessarily come into use. For the various necessaries of life are not easily carried about, and hence men agreed to employ in their dealings with each other something which was intrinsically useful and easily applicable to the purpose of life, for example, iron silver, and the like. Of this the value was at first measured by size and weight, but in process of time they 
put a stamp upon it to save the trouble of weighing and to mark the value” Ibid:691.  Thereafter from the Nicomachean Ethics:  
“Such things as are the subjects of exchange must in some sense be comparable. This is the reason for the invention of money. Money is a sort of medium or mean; for it 
measures everything. … Money, therefore, is like a measure that equates things, by making them commensurable; for association would be impossible without exchange, exchange without equality, and equality without commensurability.” Ibid.  What Can Be Used as Money? A majority of nations have found it most convenient to use the nobler and comparatively rare metals, such as gold, silver or bronze as this measurement. The reason being that money had to be of a substance that was convenient to carry. The money commodity must also be divisible and durable, so it can easily be divided into smaller units, and the metals should not not easily wear out by usages. However, since the functioning of money is; “not given it by any necessity 
arising from its nature, but by the imposition and agreement of men”, it is also clear that other 
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materials can be used either because of “stress or circumstances or by preference”. V.i.13:692. Several examples are given of how other materials, such as leather or paper, but also materials such as grains of salts and seashell have served the purpose of money.  Can Heads of States Determine the Value of Money? Pufendorf thereafter goes on to discuss how far the heads of states can proceed in determineing the value of money. Although the value depends upon the imposition and agreement of men 
“the governors of states” do not have the freedom to change the value at their own will. They must bear in mind certain considerations. First, the value of money when different noble metals are used must, as a general rule, follow the ratio of the value of these metals. Second, money is created to make commerce easier, not merely between citizens of the same state, but between those of different states. Debased Money Detrimental to Trade  Pufendorf warns the sovereigns against fixing the values arbitrary. If the head of a state has set an outraging value on his own coinage, it is of no use for trade between nations. Furthermore, the introduction of debased coinage will be detrimental to domestic commerce. To support this argument, he quotes the Greek historian Lucius Flavius Arrian (86-160). “Neither the banker 
nor the greengrocer can refuse the Emperor’s currency, but, if you show it, he must part, willy-
nilly, with what the coin buy.” V.i.14:694.   He emphasises that when the size and value of coins is not properly fixed, so it at least is not inferior to the coinage of foreigners that we trade with, it will check the trade between citizens and foreign partners when it is confined entirely to exchange of commodities: ”And this alone will not sustain commerce, except in so far as we export more than we import, and 
those whose wares we on our part do not need, still stand in need of ours.” Ibid.   It is the responsibility of the authorities to make sure that its citizens do not suffer because of debased money. The interest the Senate of Venice demonstrates for their subjects deserves every commendation. 
“For when a great number of smaller debased coins had slipped in and could in no way be gotten rid of, a decree of the Senate was finally passed, that those who brought such to the treasury at an appointed time would receive their equivalent in silver or gold. To meet this there was drawn from the treasury over five hundred thousand crowns.” 
V.i.14:695.  Only the Highest Interest of the State Can Change the Value of Money   Pufendorf emphasises that the heads of state should, as a rule, not change the value of money. Even fluctuations of the value of money, which arise from natural causes, without any interference by law, can be injurious to the economic system of the states. In this respect, it is irrelevant whether an abundance of goods depresses the prices, or plenty supply of gold and silver lowers the value of money and raises the prices. It is therefore only when the highest interest of the state makes it necessary that the value of money can be changed. “Since money is the measure of the price of other things, it is easy to see that there should be no change in its value, unless the highest interests of the state advise it, then the slighter this change the less it 
will disturb the business affair of the citizens”. V.i.15:696.  Quantity of Money and the Price Level For the promotion of commerce, it is also important to select a kind of money, which has a permanent value to obviate the difficulties of exchange. On the question of the permanent value of money, attention should be given to the observation of Grotius: “Money acquires its function naturally, not by reason of its material alone, nor by reason of a special name or form, but because it has a more general character by which it is compared either with all things, or with 
the things that are most necessary.” Ibid. The meaning is, Pufendorf claims, that if a certain coin 
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today has a certain value, this is not alone because it has so much gold or silver, nor whether it is called a ducat, crown, thaler, florin, “or because it bears a certain stamp”. Its value results from the comparison of it “as to scarcity and abundance with other things, and especially with 
those which are the most necessary for life”. Ibid. So again, it is the market conditions together with the alloy content of the coin, which determines the value of money.   Since most of the products by which human life, today and in the future, is sustained comes from land. Moreover, since these products in an average year have fairly stable prices, and since it is “highly agreeable” that other prices in general are raised and lowered according to the price of land itself it is fair that the value of money should “raise and fall according as 
it is found to be scarce or plentiful in respect to land.” Ibid.  Most people would agree that the prices of goods, which comes from, or are supported by land, should in general increase or decrease according to land itself. 
“Since therefore, in these days, when in nearly every nation, the land is in the hands of private individuals, land is the general basis of all wealth, it is fair that the value of money should rise and fall according as it is found to be scarce or plentiful in respect to land. For since in the more civilized states there are in general two classes of men, that which devotes itself to cultivating the soil, and that which in different occupation looks after the conveniences of life, if in a time of great abundance of money the price of land and its products should be low, the cultivators of the soil must needs be ruined, while if money is scarce and the price of land high, the other class of men must labour 
in want”. V.i.15:696-697. In a time of great abundance of money, the price of land and its products should be low, while if money is scarce the price will be high.  The Value of Money Is Subject to Change Pufendorf claims that it will now be possible to answer the question whether a farm, which some hundred year ago was rated at one hundred pieces of gold, should not today be rated for more, everything else being equal; and whether the wages which before was comfortable enough are now evidently too low. The answer lay in the fact that, although our present currency is in weight and fineness equal to the old, in the last two hundred years a great quantity of gold and silver had been brought into Europe from Africa and the Indies that little by little the value of money has fallen notably. Pufendorf quotes the French political writer Jean Bodin (1530-1596), who in his On the Republic from 1576 concludes that “because of the abundance of gold and silver, the prices of things are now ten times as high as they were. Therefore, everything else being equal, the old prices of land and salaries would have to be increased in the same 
proportion.” V.i.16:697.85  Using the same principle, we can conclude that when there is a scarcity of money compared with other things, a small amount of money can buy many things. On the other hand, if the volume of money increases, more money has to be paid for the same things. “For since bullion can and does come into trade, just like other merchandise, according to ordinary price, its value will rise or fall with its scarcity or abundance. Ibid:697-698. In addition, the money value will out of necessity follow the ordinary or market price of metals since it is improper the same amount of silver in a country should have one value as bullion and another when it is coined.  So when it has been said that the price of a commodity has changed it is important to make a careful distinction whether it is the price of the commodity itself, the ordinary price in 
Pufendorf’s word, or if it is the value of money. 86 
                                                          
85 Joseph Schumpeter (1954:311) claims that Bodin “is universally voted the ‘discoverer’ of the Quantity Theory     of Money”. 86 According to Terence Hutchison (1988:99), Pufendorf called attention to this fundamental distinction later      emphasised by Carl Menger 
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“For it is the former case when the thing itself begins to be found in greater or less abundance that usual, while the supply of money remains the same; but the latter when the coinage in general increases or decreases, while the supply of things remain 
as usual.” Ibid:698. Money and the Rate of Interest Pufendorf is fully aware of the connection between the amount of money and the rate of interest. He quotes the Roman antiquary and biographer Gaius Suetonius Tranquillus (70-130).  
“By bringing the royal treasures to Rome in his Alexandrian triumph he (Augustus) made ready money so abundant, that the rate of interest fell, and the value of real estate 
rose greatly.” Ibid. Furthermore, when the amount of money increases the rate of interest fall and the value of real estate rise greatly. However, normally these changes happened slowly over a long time. And when such a fluctuation occurred slowly and imperceptible it did not destroy the character of money as a standard of value. It is only arbitrary and sudden changes in currency that shake the foundation of the system.  The Value of Money When the Exchange Value Varies In Book V, chapter vii entitled On the Loan of Consumable Commodities (Mutuum), Pufendorf returns to the problem involved in a change in the value of a currency. He discusses the case when a consumable thing is given to a person on condition that he returns the same kind in the same quantity and quality. His starting point is that the exchange value of money varies. The question is then whether the value of money should be considered at the time when a loan was contracted or at the time of payment. Most authorities are, Pufendorf contends, of the opinion that a distinction should be drawn between the intrinsic and extrinsic value of money. The intrinsic value lies in the material or weight of the coins. The extrinsic value in the public assessment, that is in the market value, or the value set by the state.   If the change is in the intrinsic value, which is the money becoming debased, the loan should be paid back at the value it bore at the time the loan was granted. If money has been reduced in its intrinsic value by for example 25 per cent, then for 100 units by the old reckoning 125 by the new will have to be returned. “Likewise, if I have lent a man 100 pieces, of which one half is alloy, only 50 has to be paid, should the issue be recalled and silver take the place 
of the alloy.” V.vii.6:750. Pufendorf recognised that it is within the power of the state to raise or lower the value of money of the same metal. However, a state has to be very careful because considerations have to be given to our trading partners. Otherwise we have to be willing to see our trade with them reduced to mere barter. Neither is the sovereign authorized to change the value, or in modern parlance to devaluate or revaluate, the currency except when the requirements of the state make this course imperative.  But what if the intrinsic value is unchanged and the external value of money changes due to changes in the market conditions? It is then felt, Pufendorf argues, that the value of money should be considered as it is at the time when the loan should be repaid. It would then be the debtor that would have a profit if the external value of money increases and a loss if the external value decreases.   Yet the affair is not entirely clear. The creditor that has given the loan in Imperials, may rise the point in the first case that if he had kept his Imperials the increase in value would have gone to him. Moreover, if he now loses it, another person is profiting from his loss. In the second case the debtor will raise the same complaint. V.vii.7:751. However, in the end Pufendorf agrees with what Walter Simons (1933:38a) calls the prevailing opinion of the time. Assume that a loan has been granted in a currency at full value, and that in the time before it should be repaid the currency has been debased or devaluated by the sovereign authority of a state. The loan should then have to be repaid in an amount where the currency has been revaluated to the original value.  
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 Monopolies In Chapter V, entitled On Onerous Contracts in Particular, and Firstly, on Bartering, Buying, and Selling, Pufendorf reverts to the subject of monopolies.   He starts this discussion by asking whether all such monopolies are opposed to the law of nature. V.v.7:738-740. The reason being that both the name monopoly in itself is odious and that the laws of many states censure the practice. However, many things do not deserve this negative characterisation of being termed a monopoly. He claims that many cases should be exempted from the blame of being a monopoly since they are not truly monopolies. 
“For surely no law forbids it, nor can it be termed a monopoly, for a single citizen in some city to be the only one to know how to make a certain commodity, or for some farmer alone to have certain kind of fruit on his farm; or for a certain thing to be 
obtainable in but one district.” Ibid:738. Moreover, quoting the Greek historian Diodurus Siculus (1st century BC): “For since alum exists in no other part of the world, and is yet very useful, the Liparians upon good reason have the sole vending of this commodity, and by setting what rate they please on it, they grow 
prodigiously rich.” Ibid. So what is a monopoly? “For a monopoly means that if one man has secured for himself alone 
the power to sell certain goods, no others may have the same power.” Ibid. This means that a man who for example is the only one to import a certain commodity from a remote region does not exercise a monopoly, provided that no one else is forbidden to import the same commodity from that region. This is what we today will call a contestable market situation.  It can also be lawful for a nation, which has a large supply of a commodity, to agree with another to sell to it alone that kind of commodity. “For every one is free to sell his own 
goods when and whom he pleases.” Ibid. However, if it should be the case that this nation has this commodity in abundance and that others can-not do without it; in such a case the law of humanity will require that the conditions for the others should not be made worse by such an agreement. Ibid.  Furthermore, it is opposed to the law of nature if a man is able to clear from himself the sole right to sell a commodity and is able “to prevent by force or secret machinations” others from selling the same commodity, such that all other men would have to purchase it from him. It is also clear that “he both sins against the law of humanity, and malevolently infringes upon 
the liberty of the rest of mankind”. Ibid. In some cases, state authorities will have granted privileges to “a single person or a guild of 
merchants” to import certain kinds of goods from specific places. Others will then be excluded from this trade.  There might be good reasons for granting such privileges. 1. There might be great expenses to establish such a trade and it might involve great risk. The first one to establish such adventures must therefore have the security that all their initial work and expenses should not fall gratis into the hands of others.  2. Such privileged companies, can by their wealth, if needed be of more help to the state than individuals do. 3. Trade carried out by such companies, can also lead to a greater quantity imported. A prudent government that grants such privileges should do so only in the case that commodities are imported from very remote places at great risk. Furthermore, merchants should not be given the opportunity “to mass great wealth at the expense of the rest” when the state does not receive from this any special advantage. Finally, the state should not grant privileges to monopolies that use their monopoly power to force the providers to sell to them. In this case, 
“the wealth of a state flows into the hands of a few to the oppression of the rest”. To underscore his point, he takes an issue against Grotius example of how Joseph when viceroy of Egypt 
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created a monopoly. “For the king had not forbidden others to lay up grain in the fruitful years, and no one was prevented from selling any of his surplus supply.” Ibid:739.  Pufendorf then explains how private citizens can construct and maintain monopolies by clandestine frauds and conspiracies. They can for example by deceit prevent others from buying the commodities they sell or they can hinder them from bringing their commodities to the market. They can also form an association and buy up all of a commodity, then hold back the quantity, create a scarcity, and sell to an unjust price. “The wickedness of such men should be restrained in the same way as those, who in the oil-sellers’ market, act together to raise the price of things too high by secretly agreeing among themselves not to sell their wares below a 
certain price.“ Ibid.  On Interest Pufendorf was writing in an era in which some kind of interest taking was an accepted commercial practice, but one that was still viewed, with an utmost suspicious eye, of both the Catholic, Lutheran and Calvinist churches. Schumpeter (1954) points out that theologians in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries continued to repeat Scholastic arguments both for and against interest taking. In an interesting article, John Munro (2011) in a working paper entitled Usury, Calvinism, and Credit in Protestant England, claims that it is myth that the usury doctrine of the late-medieval Scholastic era “ceased to be observed in Protestant lands from 
the sixteenth century”. He points out that most followers of Luther or Calvin in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries were more hostile to usury than contemporary Catholics.   Pufendorf starts his discussion on interest with a summary of how the ancient Hebrews explained the divine law on usury using the elaboration set forth by the English jurist John Selden in his De Jure Naturali et Gentium (The Law of Nature and Nations) from 1640. Then he goes on to inquire whether the rules on usury observed by the Hebrews belongs to natural law, or to the positive divine law and furthermore if these rules were laid down for all people. The answer is that these rules belong to positive law for the Jewish people, whereas according to natural law a rate of interest may be agreed upon for a loan in proportion to the gains expected from the loaned money.  
“But our feeling in general about usury is, that, provided that it does not unjustly oppress and grind the poor, but corresponds to the gain which either we would have made in the meantime, or the debtor receives from the use of our money, especially when he has negotiated the loan not so much out of necessity as to make some profit, it is neither a natural law nor a divine law to which all nations are obliged, but a positive one, such as was peculiar to the Jewish people, and rested almost entirely on political considerations. And according to Selden, loc.cit., the Rabbis themselves felt the same thing, namely, that neither was interest opposed to natural law, nor did it constitute a 
theft, since it rests upon the free consent and agreement of men.” V.vii.9:754.   The reason for the fact that we are willing to lend someone our money is “that we may secure the means to increase our wealth in some notable degree, or to get something that can bring us 
profit“. Moreover, when a man negotiates a loan for this end, “there is no reason why a person should accommodate him gratis”. Ibid:756.  Why can we take usury or interest? Pufendorf discusses and rejects many arguments forwarded by Greek and Roman scholars, by representatives of the Churches, and by some modern writers against interest.  One reason for his rejection was the fact that although they could not accept interest, they accepted all kinds of payments that in the end had the same result as interest. Furthermore, he claims that there is no reason why a person should lend out his money gratis to a second person, who by using this money seeks his own gain and advantage. When the first person in the meantime might either have made the same gain or else certainly 
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was undergoing the risk of losing his principle by the misfortune or dishonesty of the second person.   He also emphasises that money is not a barren thing, since surely by means of money other things can be most easily acquired. Interest was also in these days’ payment for borrowing capital.   Why do we want to take up a loan? Because, by borrowing money we may secure the means to increase our wealth, or to buy something that can bring us increased profit in the future. However, not only would interest benefit the individual lenders and borrowers it would also benefit society as such. “And men of means, being unwilling for their money to lie idle, will either take up business themselves, or lend their money to those who will, whereby 
commerce will quickened to the great advantage of the state.” V.vii.10:758  Pufendorf does not discuss how much interest a lender can charge. The lender and the borrower should nevertheless, negotiate the interest, and it should be moderate. Neither does he discuss in any detail if it is a task for the government to set the interest rate. But he ends his discussion on interest claiming that “those civil laws are worthy of entire commendation, which do not allow men free play in the exaction of usury, but set for them a fixed rate, save that it does not appear unjust to exact a little higher interest when a loan is required for but a short 
period.” V.vii.12:762.   
86  
Chapter 10. Foundation of States and Councils   
Pufendorf’s views concerning the origin of the state can be found in De Jure Naturae et Gentium. His doctrines on the contractual nature of the state, how the will of the state can function, and how the decisions in a council are resolved can all be found in Book VII of the De Jure Naturae et Gentium, specifically in Ch. I On the motive leading to the establishment of a state and Ch. II On the internal structure of states. He uses and refers to many writers to prove his points. Included in his references are many Greek and Roman historians, philosophers, and orators as well as the moderns; the Dutch Grotius, the English Cumberland, Sir Kenelm Digby (1603-65) and the French Pierre Charron (1541-1603), the Italian Petrus Suavis (1552-1623), the Germans Boecler and Johann Friederich Horn (1629-65), and the Spanish Francisco Lopez de Gomara (1511-57).  On the Establishment of a State 
Pufendorf’s starting point for the origin of the state is the presumption that man, by nature, loves himself more than society. In his view man's sociability, or inclination for society, leads to the formation of "first (or prime) societies". However, these societies are not synonymous with a state or commonwealth. He claims that the reason why man, who lived in families, formed a state will be clear, when we have examined both the nature of civil society and the inclination of human character. VII.i.1:949.  In his usual way, he claims that it would be profitable to set forth what is commonly said about this matter.  Most writers fall back on the nature of man, “which is so drawn to civil 
society that without it he neither wishes to nor can exist”. VII.i.3:949. These writers argue that it is man’s social nature that is decisive. It would be miserable for man to live a solitary life. The faculty of speech was also given to humankind for no purpose other than socialization, the love of associating with men, the advantage of companionship with others, and the like.   Hobbes, on the other hand, attempts to show “that man is in fact an animal which loves first and foremost 
himself and his own advantage”. He would prove this by the fact that man is not induced to love the society of another by the mere fact that he is a man, but that he hopes to seek some advantage from this company. This point Pufendorf supports and illustrates by reference to particular societies. One example is drawn from business practices. 
“Those who unite for business purposes have an eye to their own profit, which they hope they can obtain better by taking partners than by conducting their business separately. When they have been deceived in this expectation, every one will consider them fools, if they do not withdraw from such a losing partnership at the earliest opportunity.” 
VII.i.2:950. Nevertheless, he adds that although we presume in man a love for society, it does not at once follow that man is led by his nature to form a civil government. For this love can be satisfied by less developed societies and by friendship with one’s equals. In addition, such fellowship can be attained without states. It should be observed that there can be, outside the border of a state, many people close to a man: parents, children, wives and friends. This matter will be clearer, according to Pufendorf, if we consider: what condition is assumed by men upon the formation of states, what is required that a man may actually be called a political creature, i.e., a good citizen and what is there in the nature of man that is repugnant, so to speak, to a civil life? VII.i.4:953.  Why would man give up his natural liberty and subject himself to sovereignty when his natural inclination is “to be subject to no one, to suit all his actions to his own pleasure, 
and to seek his own advantage in all his undertakings”? VII.i.4:953-954. There must be reasons important enough to have the force to overcome such inclinations. Pufendorf concludes that 
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“man did not enter states by his own free will, led, as it were, by nature, but that he did so to 
avoid greater evils”. VII.i.4:954  What is required by the nature of a man for the man to be called a political animal, which for Pufendorf is a good citizen? The answer is not that in each one there can be found a natural aptitude to act the part of a good citizen, but that at least a part of humankind by nature has this aptitude. In addition, when humankind increases in number it can only secure its safety and preservation in civil societies. “Into these, nature always intent upon its own preservation, impels men to enter, just as also it is the first fruit of civil society, that in it men may accustom 
themselves to lead an orderly civil life.” Ibid:956.   What is there in the nature of man that is repugnant to civil life? There is in the nature of man inclinations that works against the formation of states. For example, there is love among brothers, but they would like to be equals and no one would like to be subject to the sovereignty of the other. “And so the primitive conditions of mankind as it multiplied, led more to their separation and scattering into different parts of the earth, than to their collection into larger 
groups.” VII.i.5:957.  Therefore, the real and principal reason why men “left their natural liberty and undertook to establish states, was in order that they could surround themselves with defences 
against the evils that which threaten man from his fellow man.” VII.i.7:959. So states were established as; “a seemly precaution against future evil.” Ibid. States are therefore established to gain security and protection from the evil or wickedness of men.    On the Internal Structure of States 
Pufendorf’s next task is then to examine the intrinsic structure of states in some detail. The purpose of this investigation is to determine whether the state provides sufficient protection against the wickedness of its inhabitants. This protection has to be so strong that an attack of one person upon another would be made so dangerous, that the attacker would feel it safer to restrain himself than to fight: 
“For the wickedness of man’s character and his proneness to injure others can in no way be restrained more effectively, than by thrusting in his face the immediate evil which will await him upon his attacking another, and by removing every hope of impunity.” VII.ii.1:967. 
This rather derogatory description of man’s character emerges at various times in all his natural law works. In De Officio he compares man with the beast:  
“Beside these, there are many Passions and Appetites unknown to the Brutes, which are yet to be found in Mankind; as, an unreasonable Desire of possessing much more than necessary, an earnest pursuit after Glory, and Pre-eminence; Envy, Emulation, and Outvyings of Wit. A Proof hereof is that most of Wars with which Mankind is harrass’d, 
are rais’d for Causes altogether unknown to the Brutes.” DOH. I.iii.4:54. Accordingly, man created a state because the safety and preservation of mankind can be secured only by civil societies. Pufendorf concludes that there can be found no better guarantee against 
the danger that threatens man from man “than that afforded by man himself, in pooling resources, mutually intertwining their safety, and warding off perils by a common confederacy." VII.ii.1:968.  Pufendorf emphasizes that a confederacy of a few cannot offer man the security he seeks. There has to be a sufficient number of citizens so they can repel any injuries from their neighbours. He quotes Plato who “requires for his state a number of citizens sufficient to repel any injuries from their neighbours, and to offer them succour when they are in turns the 
victims.” VII.ii.2:968, Plato Laws, Bk.V:737. Here he also makes a reference to what the Greek historian Polibius (130-188) set forth on the weakness of the Athenian democracy. Polibus 
claims that unions of many men will not prevail for a long time if they are not held together “by 
88  
some common fear”. Pufendorf argues that hence it follows that the concord of many men even if it is confirmed by a pact or an agreement will not give the necessary security. It is not enough that a group of people form a society for mutual aid and promise each other that they will use their strength “to the same end and the common good”. There must be added something else so that those who agreed to such a union for the sake of the common good would “be prevented by fear from later department from that agreement, when they conclude that their own private 
advantage differs from that of the group”. VII.ii.3:969.  Contractual Nature of the State So when a sufficient number of men have come together to establish a state they have to make a pact or an agreement with sufficient strength that the state does not fall apart as soon as the immediate treat has disappeared.  
“But something else must be added in order that those who have once agreed to peace and mutual aid for the sake of the common good will be prevented by fear from later departing from the agreement, when they conclude that their own private advantage differs from that of the group.” Ibid. It is therefore necessary to establish something more solid, which can defy the many divergent wills or interests of men.   To Pufendorf it is clear that in the first place it is not possible to create a union of wills of all by throwing together all wills into one. Second, a union cannot be created when there is only one person who will be willing, and all the others are ceasing to be willing. Third, it is not 
possible to create a union by eliminating in some way the natural variations of people’s wills 
and people’s tendency to disagree with another. 87VII.ii.5:972  So what is it then that for a long time, will bind together the consent of many men? 
Pufendorf’s answer is a union of wills, where the will of every individual is subordinated to one man or a single council:  
“But the only final way in which many wills are understood to be united is for every individual to subordinate his will to that of one man, or a single council, so that whatever that man or council shall decree on matters necessary to the common security, must be regarded as the will of each and every person. For whoever voluntarily grants his power to another is held to agree with his will.88 Ibid. And finally: “When such a union of wills and strength has been made, then there finally arise 
a state, the most powerful of moral societies and persons.” Ibid.  When men have come together to form such a union, they must also agree on applying the means suitable for that end. This union of individual wills within a state must, according to Pufendorf, be regulated by intervening agreements or pacts.  
“For a multitude, or many men, to become one person, to whom one action can be attributed and certain rights belong, in so far as this person is distinct from individuals, and the rights be such as the individuals cannot attribute to themselves, it is necessary for them to have united their wills and strength by intervening pacts, without which a 
union of several persons equal by nature is impossible of comprehension.” VII.ii.6:974. 
                                                          
87 John Chipman (2012) claims in an article entitled Natural law and the existence and optimality of political      equilibrium, that this “sentence asserts the impossibility of aggregating individual preferences – an intuition     preceding the famous theorem of Arrow (1951)”. In Christian Gehrke, Neri Salvadori, Ian Steedman and     Richard Sturn [Eds.] (2012): Classical Political Economy and Modern Theory. Essays in honour of Heinz     Kurz. Routledge, London and New York. 88 John Chipman (See above) claims that “this sentence asserts a logical consequence of this impossibility     [see footnote before]; the need for an agreement to transfer decision-making power to a government body – in     order to avoid the alternative chaos”. Wulf Gaertner in an article in Social Choice and Welfare, 25:234 from      2005 points out that this shows that Pufendorf did not believe in an ideal union of wills or, as social choice     theorists would express it in an effective way of aggregating preferences.  
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 What Pacts or Agreements Are Needed? Pufendorf found that to create a state two agreements (or pacts) and one decree are needed: (1). First, there must be a pact or an agreement, among a number of individuals that they desire to unite and administrate the safety and security through common council and leadership.  
“If we imagine to ourselves a multitude of men endowed with natural liberty and equality, who voluntarily set about to establish a new state, it is necessary for the future citizens, to enter into an agreement, every individual with every other one, that they are desirous of entering into a single and perpetual group, and of administering the considerations of their safety and security by common council and leadership. (Although in such a pact the individuals usually reserve to themselves the privilege of 
emigration)” VII.ii.7:974. This pact, which can be called a pact of association, is entered into either absolutely or conditionally. Absolutely, when every man pledges for himself to remain with the group, whatever government the majority will choose. Conditionally, when he reserves the right to approve or disapprove the chosen form of government. When this pact is entered into, it is necessary for each and all to give their consent. Whoever does not give their consent remains outside the future state and is not required to join their government, but will have to take care of his own safety. Pufendorf does not discuss how this eventually can be done in practise. (2). Second, after this pact or agreement has been decided upon it is necessary for a decree to be passed, by the agreement of the majority, on the form of government that shall be introduced, whether it should take the form of a monarchy, aristocracy or democracy. “For until this decision is reached, it will be impossible to take consistent action on matters concerning the 
common safety.” Ibid:974. If the first agreement is entered into absolutely the matter is closed. Everyone will be forced by the agreement of the majority to consent to the form of government which the latter have agreed upon. However, if it was entered into conditionally, a man can withdraw if he does not agree with the chosen form of government. (3). Finally, after the form of government has been decided, a new pact or agreement will be necessary between the rulers, that is the individual or body to whom the government is entrusted, and the others: the ruled or the subjects. In this pact, which can be called a pact of 
subjection; “the rulers bind themselves to the care of common security and safety”, and the ruled, i.e., the citizens, must give them their obedience, “that subjection and union of wills, by 
reason of which the state is looked upon as a single person”. VII.ii.8:975.   The pact or agreement of subjection between rulers and the ruled is required not only in monarchies and aristocracies but also in democracies. Although in the latter this is not so clear cut, since the same individuals are, in different aspects, both rulers and subjects because the power of command is vested in the people. In a monarchy, a pact is necessary by which the 
ruler or the ruler’s council takes up the care of common security and safety, and requires the people to render them obedience. If democracy is chosen, each citizen is understood to have subordinated his will to the will of the majority, "while it appears that sufficient necessity is, at the same time, laid upon each individual, by his love for himself and his possessions, to labour with all his strength for the public good, with which his own safety is also intertwined". Ibid:976. A tacit consent is therefore required. From the two pacts or agreements, one of association and one of subjection, and one decree in between, a finished state is constructed.  
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 To support what has been said on the two pacts and one decree Pufendorf refers to the Greek historian Dionysius of Halicarnassus (70-7BC) who recounts the founding of the Roman state.  
“First of all a multitude of men came together to found a new home, between whom there intervenes a kind of tacit pact. The next step is for them to deliberate on the form of the state, and after they have agreed upon a monarchy, the sovereignty is then rendered to Romulus. Likewise, when an interregnum occurs, they often deliberate again on the form of the state, since the group is then held together only by the first 
pact.” Ibid:976-977.   Pufendorf presents in some detail the views of Hobbes, who in his formation of states recognizes only a single contract between individuals.89 In his presentations there is no pact between a king or nobles and citizens. According to Pufendorf the reason that led Hobbes to hold such a view is outlined in Leviathan. Here he attacked “all those seditious men” who took away the royal power and “placed it under the control of subjects”, or “even do away with it 
altogether”. He took from their excuse for rebellion, namely, “that the pledge between the king and citizen is reciprocal, and that when the former does not keep the promises he made by a 
pact, the latter are freed from obedience”. So Hobbes, “to prevent turbulent citizens from 
making a case of broken faith out of any actions of a king which do not suit them”, denied that there was any pact between a king and his subjects. VII.ii.9:977.   However, it is of course important for the welfare of the people that the power of the prince or the king should be held sacrosanct, and that it should be protected from attacks by citizens that are not satisfied with how they use the power. However, it is also clear that there exists a bilateral contract between the prince (or the king) and the citizens. According to this agreement, the prince owes the citizens protection and the citizens owe the prince obedience. Simons (1933:42a) claims that Pufendorf unswervingly pursues this idea and always carefully refutes the arguments of Hobbes. “Therefore he applies the axe to the roots of the absolute 
power of princes whom he had served all his life”.90   Pufendorf claims that this method of forming a state by the intervention of two pacts or agreements and one decree is “in the highest accord with nature, and common to all forms of 
states.” Now by the two pacts or agreements and the decree a multitude of men unite to form a state. This state can be conceived as a single person with both intelligence and will. This person can again be seen performing other actions that are peculiar to himself and separate from “those 
of individuals”.   “And as it is distinguished and marked off from all individual men by one name, so it has its own laws and property, which neither individual men, nor groups, nor all together can claim to, save him who holds supreme sovereignty, while from it, in the same way, there proceed actions peculiar to it which individuals can neither hold for 
their own use, nor claim as their own”. VII.ii.5:983-984  The most convenient definition of a state he finds is in the definition given by the Roman Lucius Annaeus Seneca the Younger. 91  
                                                          
89 Hobbes single contract was named ’contrat social’ by Rousseau. 90 Here it can be added that when the newly elected Norwegian Parliament met in 1814 and wrote a constitution,     it used this argument, as it is expanded by Pufendorf in VIII.v.8 entitled The rights of a king over the     possessions of a state. It refused to accept the conditions of the Treaty of Kiel where the absolute King     Frederik VI of Denmark- Norway ceded Norway to Sweden. By doing this the Parliament argued that  the     King had broken his part of the pact or agreement that gave the King absolute power in 1660. The Parliament     declared Norway an independent country, but was forced to accept a personal union with Sweden, that is the      same king but separate parliaments and governments. 91 Seneca the Younger, On Benefit, VI, chaps. xix-xx.  Here quoted from DJNG. 
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“A state is a compound moral person, whose will intertwined and united by the pacts of a number of men, is considered the will of all, so that it is able to make use of the strength 
and faculties of the individual members for the common peace and security.” 
VII.ii.13:984.  The Will of the State  Pufendorf then goes on to discuss how the will of the state can function.  It can function either through one simple person or through a single council depending on whether the supreme control has been secured in the former or the latter.   In an absolute monarchy, the will of the king is the will of the state. However, Pufendorf presupposes that the king is of sound reason. On this assumption, he makes it clear that if a monarch passes bad laws or expresses bad judgments, appoints unfit officials, or starts unjust wars they are still acts of the state. However, not so if he carries out purely private acts “…eats, 
drinks, sleeps, marries or indulges in vices”. VII.ii.14:985. A distinction can therefore be drawn between the public and private will of a monarch. Pufendorf then asks the question if the acts of the monarch or the senate, who represent the will of the state, passes bad laws, pronounces wrong judgments, appoints unfit officials, or starts unjust wars, are still acts of the state?  He answers this way; “the inconveniences which fall upon innocent citizens from such public misdeeds are to be classed among those evils to which man in his mortality is exposed, and 
which he must bear, like drought, floods, and all other acts of nature.” Ibid:986. Society’s precautions against such bad deeds are to have good laws, good education and morals through religion.                                                                                                                                          Council Decisions and Voting Procedures92 If the power of the state is expressed through a council composed of a number of men, where each of them has retained their own will, there has to be an agreement, right from the beginning, how decisions shall be reached. First he asks how “great part of it, when agreed, shall represent the will of the entire council, and so of the state.” VII.ii.15:986.  Veto Rights Pufendorf makes it clear that no man is bound to follow the opinion of a council more than his own unless he has subjected his will to the will of the council. Suppose a man has declared that he will not be bound if he disagrees. Suppose further that we have a veto structure where one member of a council can block the agreement of all the others. If the person that blocks an agreement of the council has entered the council on the condition that he under no circumstances would be bound by the decision of the majority, he has of course this right. However, he is bound by the general law that a man should conduct himself to the advantage of others, “and that a part should conform to the good of the whole.” VII.ii.15:987. Here Pufendorf refers to the argument of the Italian theologian Petrus Suavis in his History of the Council of Trent.93 He declared that the French were not bound to the decrees of the council, because they had protested against it. He adds the decision rendered by the Parliament of Paris:  
“The authority of the whole body is transferred to the majority when the cause of all is common and does not concern the individual members; but when the whole cause concerns every member and each one is owed his share, universal assent is required and the side of the negative is the stronger, nor are absentees obligated in any way 
                                                          
92 In researching this part, I have made valuable use of Wulf Gaertner (2005): De jure naturae et gentium: 
Samuel von Pufendorf’s contribution to social choice theory and economics. Social Choice and Welfare 25:     231-241. 93 The Council of Trent (Concilium Tridentinum) was the 16th-century Ecumenical Council of the Roman     Catholic Church. 
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unless voting. Of this nature are ecclesiastical gathering, by those churches are not obligated which are not represented, unless they please to accept them.” Ibid. Unanimity vs. Simple Majority  When universal assent is required, Pufendorf maintains that business is carried out with utmost difficulty. This is especially the case when the council is composed of many. Often it would not be possible at all to have an outcome because of differences of opinion arising from what can be called “the invincible obstinacy of some members.” Ibid. Furthermore it is presumed that when a man joins a council he cannot demand of all the others that they follow his views or give up what they think is right, therefore he has ”obligated himself to follow and approve what the great majority of his associates have agreed upon.” Ibid.  It is therefore regularly presumed that when a man joins a council, he cannot demand of all the others that they follow his views; he has pledged himself to follow and approve what the great majority of the council has agreed upon. Pufendorf stresses that when a person has joined a council, he has to respect the decisions made by the majority, and if he has been out-voted, it is never right to follow the example of the incident recorded by the Byzantinian historian Agathias Scholasticus (536-582/594): 
“Every one of them, displeased that his own view had not prevailed, went about his duty in a very careless and lazy fashion, and was the happier at all misfortunes, so that he might be able later to brag and more freely to boast among his friends, and prove that there was no other reason for the piece of bad luck, except that they had not taken his 
particular advice.” Ibid.  Pufendorf discusses the difficulties that can rise when some members are not willing to bind themselves to the decision of the majority and concludes that in all councils the votes of majority have the force of those of all members. The reason being that, although there is no necessity by nature for it to be so, “there is scarcely any other way for them to carry out their 
business.” To support this view, he first quotes Gaius Plinius Caecilius Secundus: 
“Votes go by number, not by weight; nor can it be otherwise in a public assembly, where nothing is so unequal as the equality which prevails in them: for although every member has the same right of suffrage, not every member has the same strength of judgement to 
direct it. … Individual members are at liberty to express dissent; but when once carried, 
the whole house was bound to support the decision of the majority.” VII.ii.15:988. Furthermore, he claims that it is by this general rule that the passage by Aristotle must be understood. “In all of them there exists the right of the majority. For both in an oligarchy, and a democracy, and in the gathering of a people, whatever seems good to the majority of those 
who share in the government has authority.” Ibid. Weighted Voting Although it might sometimes occur, that the opinion of the few would have been in the best interest of the state, it is not possible to construct arrangements that will have no shortcomings. A consequence of accepting the will of the majority is that it can happen that the more prudent are outnumbered by the less prudent, and that the latter then will undertake an act of folly.  
“Hence it is idle to maintain that since it is agreeable to nature that what proceeds from the more prudent should prevail over that from the more imprudent, it is repugnant to nature that the more imprudent will of majority should prevail over the prudent will of a few, and that in this way the former can obligate the latter to undertake some act of 
folly.” Ibid. Pufendorf claims, that when decisions are made about the truth of a theory, opinion should be considered not by numbers but by weight. He quotes several Greek and Roman scholars in support of such a view. Among them the Roman rhetorician Marcus Fabius Quiantilianus : And 
those who wish to appear learned to fools are decidedly pronounced fools by the learned.” VII.ii.15:989. 
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 However, he realizes that to attach weights to opinions cannot be applied when business is conducted in a council where all the members enjoy equal rights.”For who will render the 
decision as to which opinion is the more prudent?” Ibid. It can-not be one of the parties involved. Furthermore, it is not easy to leave the decision to a third partly since either party can question the prudence and integrity of an arbitrator. It is therefore important to follow a method 
“which admits of no difficulty or obscure judgement”. Moreover, none can be found more practicable than to count the number of parties supporting each opinion. Furthermore, Pufendorf assumes that whoever is accorded a vote in a council is assumed to have enough prudence to enable him to understand the issues discussed. Optimistically, he argues that; “this is true at least of those councils to which men are not admitted without some choice of election”. Ibid. In a final note on this matter, Pufendorf warns against councils in which the president has been given the power by his vote to favour the majority or the minority or to reject both and select his own plan. In that way the control of affairs will be in favour of such a president, just as absolute princes can follow even the minority of the councillors, or he can; “follow the opinion 
which is different from any that has been proposed”. Ibid. Qualified Majorities. In some councils, it is not enough for a decision to be made with a majority of votes. Numbers of votes in favour have to exceed those against by a certain number. The pope, for example, is elected upon receiving the votes of two-thirds of the cardinals. He also quotes the 15th century Italian historian Andrea Maurocenus (1558-1618), who in his Historia Veneta (Venice), noted that according to a decree of the Senate banishing the Jesuits, the clause was added that for the decision to be executed one hundred and eighty senators had to be present and five-sixths had to favour it.   If there has not been made an agreement beforehand favouring a special voting rule, 
“the opinion which has but one vote more shall be considered the stronger, and the view of the 
whole body.” VII.ii.16:990. Equality Of Votes. In the case that the votes are equal Pufendorf holds that no action should result because the movement for change is not strong enough to warrant it. He is not in favour of giving a double vote to the president of the council. “Nor would it always be a wise thing if some one man of the council, for example, the presiding officer, should be given the power to declare by his vote 
which plan is the better.” VII.ii.15:989.   Some trial cases where the accused was acquitted when the votes were tied are discussed.  In support of his argument, he quotes the Greek Orator Antiphon (480-411BC): “A stand-off arms the defendant rather than the plaintiff, since also in counting votes a tie helps 
the defendant rather than the plaintiff.” VII.ii.17:.991. The possibility that the leader of a council, in such cases, should have a double vote is not discussed. The Paradox of Voting94 Finally, Pufendorf brings up for discussion the case where there are more than two opinions or proposals. In such a case, the question arises as to what kind of rules we should use. A decision has to be made if each opinion should be voted on separately. In such a case, the opinion that commands most votes is selected. Alternatively, two or more opinions, although they are opposed to each other, may be combined to be voted against a third opinion. If the third opinion 
                                                          
94 The term «paradox of voting » is used by Marquis de Condorcet (1743-1794) in his article Essai sur      l'application de l'analyse a la probabilté des decisions rendues a la pluralité des voix. This is discussed in an      article by Erik Lagerspetz: Pufendorf on collective decisions, Public Choice 49, 1986, and in an article by      Hobart. P. Young : Condorcet’s theory of voting. The American Political Science Review, Vol. 82, No. 4       Dec. 1988.  Furthermore, Melissa Schwartzberg in an article Voting the General Will: Rousseau on Decision      Rules, Political Theory, Vol.36, No.3, 1988,  pp. 40-423, contends that Rousseau built closely on Pufendorf      and that Condorset again built on Rousseau.                                                                                                                                          
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is defeated then the two opinions, which were combined, may then be voted against each other. The one of these two that has the majority of the votes, will then be selected.   Gaertner (2005:236) points out that while the first of the two aggregation rules comes close to the plurality rule, where each voter casts one point for his top-ranked alternative and zero points for all the others, the second procedure is a variant of successive pair-wise majority voting. However, it is not quite clear whether Pufendorf had a ranking over all alternatives in mind.95  Pufendorf continues his account, and distinguishes between opinions that are entirely different from each other and those where one opinion includes part of another, which is where the opinions are combined:  
“If we fix our eyes upon mere natural equity, without reference to agreements or special laws, it appears that we should distinguish between opinions which are entirely different from one another, and those where one includes a part of another, or which in other words, differ only in quantity, so that they can be united on the points in which they 
agree, while the former cannot.” VII.ii.18:991. He argues that one should distinguish between cases where the alternatives differ qualitatively and cases where the alternatives differ only in quantity. He gives an example where opinions differ only in what he calls quantity. There are three judges, who are going to decide on the punishment of an accused. There are three alternatives:  One, the accused should be fined 20 units of value: Two, the accused should be fined 10 units of value. Three, the accused should be acquitted.   “Thus those who fix a fine upon a man, at twenty units of value, may be united with those who fix it at ten units, against such as would acquit him altogether, and the defendant will be fined ten units, because this is agreeable to the majority of judges, in view of the fact that those in favour of the twenty, included with those in favour of the 
ten.” Ibid.  From this follows, that one judge prefers a fine of 20 to a fine of 10 and to acquittal. Another judge has the opposite preference. Acquittal prefers a fine of 10 to a fine of 20. And, the third judge prefers a fine of 10 to both a fine of 20 or acquittal.   From this, it follows that a majority prefers a fine of ten or more to the minority that prefers no fine at all. It is not said, that there is also a majority against the maximal fine of twenty. Nor does Pufendorf say explicitly that a fine of ten is the only alternative. However, 
according to Gaertner (2005:237) in his article about Pufendorf’s contribution to social choice theory, “this observation is visible behind the formulation used. Pufendorf states that the 
defendant will be fined ten units. In other words, the median voter wins.”96  By quoting Seneca the Younger, Pufendorf also argues that this was the reason for the custom of the Roman senate to urge a member to ‘divide the motion’ if it embraces two parts and only one of them is favoured: “I think we ought to do in philosophy as they are wont to do in the Senate; when some one has made a motion, of which I approve to a certain extent, I ask him to make his motion in two parts, and I vote (for the part which I approve).” VII.ii.18:992. It is therefore clear that he recommends that such ambiguities should be reduced to a minimum by dividing complex proposal in parts, which could be voted on separately.  However, if the judges as in a court case are divided about how to sentence a defendant, the situation becomes complicated. One part of the judges votes to exile the indicted, another part wants to execute him, and finally a third part wants to set him free. In this case, the ones that want to exile will surely not want to join the ones that want to execute, against the ones 
                                                          
95 Gaertner (2005: 236). 
96 Gaertner also claims that these are single peaked preferences in the sense of Duncan Black (1948): On the 
    rationale of group decision making. Journal of Political Economy. 56:23-34. 
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that wants to set him free. Nor would the last ones want to join the ones that favours exile against the ones that wants to put him to death. Pufendorf argues that the reason is that these sentences are entirely different from each other. There is no exile in death, nor is it part of death. Although the ones that favours exile and the ones that wants to set free should agree that the accused should not be put to death, “their sentence does not produce this effect directly, but only by consequence. Yet they are in themselves, as a matter of fact, different, for whoever votes 
for acquittal frees him of all punishment, while a banisher favours a punishment.” Ibid.   When there are such ambiguities, Pufenforf’s recommendation is, referring to the custom of the Roman senate, that they should be reduced to a minimum by dividing such proposals into parts which could be voted on separately.   Manipulation Pufendorf is fully aware of the possibilities that voting agendas can be manipulated. Referring to the Greek Polybius, who reported that when certain Achaeans were held captive in Rome and the question of what should be done with them was laid before the Senate there were three opinions: one to release, another to condemn, and a third to hold them for a while. The senators were so divided that that those in favour of freeing them were more numerous than the others taken separately. The Praetor of the Imperial Senate, Lucius Postumius Albinus, who was an enemy of the Achaeans, employed a trick in their disfavour. When the time for voting came, the Praetor passed over one opinion, and asked for a vote on only two, ordering that the one that wanted the Acheans to be released, should move to one side, and those who opposed that view to the other side. Then it turned out that those who wished them to be held for a while, joined the ones who wished them condemned, and these two groups together had more votes than those who urged their release. So as pointed out by Lagerspetz (1986:181-182) in his article Pufendorf on collective decisions, the Praetor “simply omitted the second alternative, which, apparently, was the Condorcet-winner, and put the first alternative against the third in order 
to get a condemning result”.97  An Insoluble Problem? At the end of this discussion, Pufendorf presents us with a problem that during his time was seen as insoluble. Starting with an outline of a debate by the Roman author and grammarian Aulus Gellius (125-180): 
“Suppose seven judges try a prisoner – that judgement is to prevail which the greater number shall determine – the seven judges presided – two of them thought the prisoner should be banished; two of them that he should be fined; the remaining three that he should be put to death. Punishment is demanded according to the decision of the three, for which the prisoner appeals. VII.ii.18:992. Furthermore, he claims that the same argument was in the Roman Marcus Fabius Quintilianus who among other things, quite rightly says: “You cannot add together those who disagree. 
Compare those who agree.” Ibid.   As an example of an outcome of plurality voting he mentions how, according to the Bishop of Tricca Heliodorus (-395), “Cenemon is said to have been condemned to death by 1700 votes, to banishment by 1000. But since some of the former had voted for stoning, others 
for casting him into a pit, the thousand who voted for exile formed a larger number.” Ibid:993. This has also been observed by Grotius;  “that when several persons do not constitute an all-inclusive body, properly speaking, but are only joined together in consideration of certain thing in which they do not share 
                                                          
97 Lagerspetz claims that Pufendorf in his own pre scientific way; “seems to have recognized that all methods of        collective decision making can produce counter-intuitive results.”  
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equally, not only should their order be fixed in accordance with the manner of their 
participation, but their votes should be counted in a geometric proportion.” Ibid.  It is clear from the ideas discussed by Pufendorf in the previous sections that he is an eclectic, who builds and develops his own theories and presentation on the ideas expressed by others before him. His thoughts on these subjects and the examples that he draws our attention toward are, as noted by Gaertner (2005:236-238) in the previous mentioned article, “particularly illuminating with respect to modern social choice theory”.    
97  
Chapter 11. Division of State Powers and Principles of Taxation  
Pufendorf’s views on the nature and function of the state are contained in Book VII of De Jure Naturae et Gentium. His discussion of the supreme sovereignty and the division of the highest powers of the state: the legislative power, the punitive power, the judicial power, the power of war and peace and concluding treaties, the constituent power; that is the right of setting up magistrates can be found in Ch. IV On the parts of supreme sovereignty and their natural connections. In Ch. V On the form of states he discusses both the regular and the irregular forms of states. The attentiveness here will be on his discussion of the three regular forms of states, democracy, aristocracy and monarchy. His views and his discussion of the principles of 
taxation, the supreme sovereignty over property, the sovereign’s right to levy taxes and the different forms of taxes can be found in Ch. IX On the duty of supreme sovereigns and in Book VIII in Ch. V On the power of supreme sovereignty over the possessions both of the state and of individuals.  Pufendorf uses many writers to prove his points, among them many Greek and Roman historians, orators and philosophers. He also includes the moderns such as the Dutch: Grotius and Erycius Puteanus (1574-1646), the English: Bacon, More, and Hobbes, the French: Francois Bernier (1625-88), Bodin, Isac Casaubon (1550-1614) and Montaigne, the Germans: Johann Christoph Becmann (1541-1617), Boecler, Gunther of Pairis (1150 – 1220), Horn, and Michael Piccart (1574-1620), the Italian: Girolamo Connestagio (1530-1618), Nicolo Machiavelli (1469-1527), and Paolo Manuzio (1512-74), the Jewish Titus Flavius Josephus (37-95) and the Spanish Carcilasso de Vega (1535-1616).  The Supreme Sovereignty  Pufendorf claims that a state is a moral body, which is understood to have one will. But, how could this be when a state is made up of many individual people with each person having his own inclination and will? It is not possible to combine the individual wills of many people into one will. He therefore contends that a unified will of a state can only be produced by having 
“All the persons in the state submit their will to that of one man, or of a council, in whom the supreme sovereignty has been vested.” VII.iv.2:1010. Furthermore, since all individual citizens 
of the state must adapt themselves in accordance with the will of the state, “that will must be set before them by clear signs”. Ibid:1011. It is therefore the duty of the supreme sovereignty, the one man or the council, to make clear and prescribe for the citizens of the state what can be done and what should be avoided.  The Division of Responsibilities in a State Although the supreme civil sovereignty in itself is “a single and undivided thing”, it functions in different acts, and is therefore, Pufendorf argues, understood to have six parts. The first part is the legislative power. It is concerned with “prescribing general rules of conduct”. The second part is the power to inflict penalties if someone has violated the rules of conduct. The third part is the judicial power. It is concerned with settling “the controversies of its citizen by 
those rules” set by the legislative power. As to the fourth part of the supreme sovereignty that 
“arms citizen against foreign foes, or orders them to keep the peace”, it is called the right of war and peace. The fifth part is the constituent power. It is concerned with hiring “ministers for 
the business of the state”, and it is also called the right to set up magistrates. Finally, the sixth part is the power to levy taxes. What these parts of the supreme sovereignty are can be clearly seen from the nature and ends of states:  
“A state is a moral body which is understood to have one will. But since it is made up of many physical persons, each of whom has his own will and inclination, and since 
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these wills cannot be physically compounded into one, or combined into a perpetual harmony, it follows that the one will in a state is produced in the following fashion: All the persons in the state submit their will to that of one man, or of a council, in whom the 
supreme sovereignty has been vested.” VII.iv.1:1010 Furthermore, since all the individual citizens must adapt themselves in accordance with the will of the state, the will of the state must be made clear to them by distinct orders or prescriptions.  The Legislative Power It is the task of the legislative power of the supreme sovereignty to make the laws with clear rules and directives and to prescribe what can and should be done and what should be avoided. It would of course be impossible to issue special directives for each decree for each citizen since there are such a multitude of citizens. General rules therefore have to be outlined about what must be done and what must be avoided. These rules and regulations have to be made known to all men and for all time. Among men there can be observed “the greatest diversity of 
judgements and desires” and as a consequence “an infinite number of disputes can arise.” It is therefore required that property rights be publicly defined, that is what each man should consider his own and what belongs to another. It should also be made clear what is considered lawful and what is not, and what is honourable and what is not. Furthermore, it should be made evident what an individual in a state retains of his natural liberty, that is, how to balance individual liberties with the need for state tranquillity. Finally, it needs to be revealed what every citizen by his right can require from other citizens and in what manner. VII.iv.2:1011. The Punitive Power Pufendorf makes it clear that to be able to coerce men to observe both the common precept of natural law and the laws and regulations for each state there is a need of both a fear of punishment and the power to inflict punishment if laws are broken. The punishment has to be proportional to the laws broken or crime committed. 
“That the punishment may meet this end, it should be made so severe that it obviously involves a greater hardship to have broken the laws than to have observed them, and that in this way the severity of the punishment surpasses the satisfaction or gain which 
is secured or anticipated from an injury.” VII.iv.3:1012. This power to punish those who transgress the commands of the ruler is understood to have been given by the act where men submitted to the state the use of their strength.  The Judicial Power Experience demonstrates that when even the most explicit laws are put into writing, disputes arise over what is the proper application of a certain law to a particular case. The function of the judicial power is to take jurisdiction and “to decide between disputes of citizens, to examine individual cases which are accused of being unlawful and to pronounce a sentence appropriate 
to the laws”. VII.iv.4:1012. The Power of War and Peace It is not enough to have the necessary implements to preserve the security of a citizen or a group of citizens against other fellow citizens. Nevertheless, it is of little use for men to foster peace among themselves, when they cannot protect themselves against foreign foes. Furthermore, this is not possible if they cannot unite their strength. It is due to such a union of strength that many are stronger than one.  
“And so, for the security and safety of all mankind, there must exist in a state a power whose function is to assemble, unite, and arm as many citizens, or hire in their place as many mercenaries, as seem required for the common defence against the unknown numbers and strength of enemies, and also, when it seems advantageous, to conclude 
peace with enemies.” VII.iv.5:1013. Leagues are useful both in periods of peace and of war. When entering into such treaties resources of different states can be combined to effectively repel or counter a common enemy. 
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It shall therefore lie within the province of a supreme sovereign to enter into such leagues both in a time of peace and in a time of war. Furthermore, leagues should require all their members to observe these treaties and “at the same time to secure from them some advantages for the 
state.” Ibid. The Constituent Power The constituent power or the right to set up magistrates is an absolute necessity for a state. The reason being that the business of a state cannot be carried out, in a time of war or in a time of peace, by a single man without the aid of subordinate ministers and magistrates. A state will also need men that have the power as judges “to look into disputes of citizens”. It needs diplomats that can “search out the policies of neighbouring nations”. Furthermore, it needs 
officers that can train soldiers. It is also necessary that it has magistrates that can “collect and dispense the resources of the state, and, finally, in every way to look out for its advantage.” 
VII.iv.6:1013. This power can also compel appointed officials to fulfil their functions and duties and demand from them an account on how they have carried out their duties. The Power to Levy Taxes Pufendorf notes that the business of a state, in a time of peace or war, cannot be carried out without expenses. The state therefore requires access to a certain part of the resources held by its citizens that are judged necessary to meet the expenses of the state. This is the power to levy taxes on its people. These taxes can be collected on the wealth held by its citizens or it can be collected on the produce of the country. Furthermore, the state has the right to levy taxes on imports and exports and on the consumption of goods at home. VII.iv.7:1013.  What Parts Are Naturally United? Pufendorf then goes on to explain that these parts of supreme sovereignty are naturally united together and bound up with one another. If we should imagine that some of them are within the control of one man and some within the control of others, the regular form of a state would be entirely destroyed. To understand this, he contends that there are two chief bonds by which the wills of several persons or groups are intertwined, so that they think together as one, namely a pact (or agreement) and sovereignty.  As long as those who are held together only by a pact willingly perform what has been agreed upon, and as long as each party keeps to its agreement, “there can be concord and unity 
among them to a sufficient degree”. However, if one person or one group with evil design, goes back on what has been agreed upon, to the determents of the others, there is nothing they can do since the guilty party is often as strong as the injured.  
“It appears from this that mere pacts are not strong enough bonds to hold many men together in one body for any length of time, especially since it is not always the fewer and weaker that break for a pact to the hurt of the more numerous and stronger, but 
often the majority to the hurt of the few.” VII.iv.9:1016. However, Pufendorf claims that sovereignty is a far stronger bond to bind several people or groups into one body. The reason being that whoever is controlled by sovereignty is no longer equal to the one man or council in “whom is vested the sovereignty”. The power given to the sovereign can be used to inflict penalties upon those who have failed to meet their obligations. 
“A far greater necessity of obedience lies upon all than if they were bound simply by a pact, which had not done away with the equality among associates, and then had to decide on their 
own affairs according to their own judgement.” Ibid.  There is such a close union between all the parts of the supreme sovereignty “that one cannot be torn from another without destroying the regular form of state”. If we, for example, allot one-person legislative power and another punitive power, independent of each other, it will not function. To enact laws that cannot be enforced is arrant folly. It is also clear that the 
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right of war and peace or the right to raise money cannot be separated from the judicial right.  
“Therefore, each power must necessarily depend upon one and the same will”. VII.iv.11:1017.   Problems of Divisions of Prerogatives Pufendorf then examines the different kinds that there are of such a division of prerogatives and the problems that arise from such a division. He starts out with an example: “Let there lie, therefore, with the prince the power of war and peace, with the senate the right to pass laws and execute justice, with the assembly of the people the right to levy taxes.” VII.iv.12:1018. After having discussed some of the problems that can arise with such a division of responsibilities he concludes:  
“Therefore, if any man should want entirely to separate the parts of sovereignty, he will under no circumstances establish a regular state, but an irregular body, the members of which, in possessing separate parts of the sovereignty, are held together not by a 
common sovereignty but only by an agreement”. Ibid:1019. However, it will be possible to preserve concord in such a group if the opinions of the members of the state “agree on the public good”, and every citizen is ready to do his part toward meeting this end. Pufendorf also discusses the opinions of these matters forwarded by Grotius, several Greek and Roman scholars, and the German Michael Piccart. He concludes this discussion agreeing with Grotius;  
“that there is nothing in civil institutions which is entirely free from disadvantage, and therefore one should not infer at once that, because of the inconveniences certain to arise from divided sovereignty, the question is to be decided not by what appears best 
to one man or another, by the will of him from whom the right arises.” VII.iv.14:1022.  Forms of States Pufendorf claims that supreme sovereignty is found in every regular state, as in a common subject, in so far as it resides in one man, or in one council composed of a few, or in all the citizens, it gives rise to different form of states. He discusses three forms of government in a regular state based upon supreme sovereignty. The first is democracy, with supreme sovereignty vested in a council, which is made up of all the citizens. In this council, every citizen has the right to vote. The second is aristocracy, with the supreme sovereignty being vested in a council made up of selected citizens. The third is monarchy or kingdom. It has the supreme sovereignty vested in one man alone. “In the first that which hold the reins of government is called the people, in the second the nobles, and in the third the monarch.” VII.v.3:1024. He then goes on to examine each of these three forms of government.  Democracy Pufenodorf begins with an examination of democracy. He makes it clear that the reason for this choice is not that a democracy surpasses the other two forms of governments in “dignity, 
outward splendour, or convenience”, but rather that democracy was chosen because it is the oldest form of government among nations. In addition, it is reasonable to assume that when a number of men, ”endowed with natural liberty and equality” decided to unite into one state 
they first wished to “administer their common affairs by a common council, and so to establish 
a democracy.” VII.v.4:1025. Pufendorf claims that in the beginning democracy was held to be the fairest form of government. Matters that concerned all should be the care of all. Such a form of government should last either until the majority of the people had relinquished that status voluntarily or until some citizens or enemies forced a different form of government on the people. To support this view Pufendorf quotes the Greek philosophers Platon and Isocrates, on their positive opinion on democracy in the Athenian State. Furthermore, democracy is not denied by ancient history even when there were kings. In the most cases people enjoyed the 
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authority of persuasion, rather than the power of command. So in ancient times people lived under a popular regime.   In this connection, he also brings up for examination the opinion of the earlier mentioned the German Johan Friederic Horn. Several arguments favouring aristocracies and democracies, which Hornius embraces under the name of Free states, are put forth and discussed. He points out that in republics with popular assemblies the will of the majority prevails and that this can be a problem. Pufendorf rejects all such objections since they, in no way, destroy the unity of will. Hornius forwarded the idea that:  
“When sovereignty is assigned to all, then it belongs either to all, or to some. If to all they will have no one subject to them, because sovereignty and obedience cannot reside in the same person. If the individuals are made subject, then all cannot command, for the reason that a multitude must also be subject when made up of individuals that are 
so, inasmuch as the individuals can contribute to the whole nothing but obedience.” VII.v.5:1027.   Pufendorf claims that this argument comes to nothing since in compound moral bodies something can be attributed to the body, which cannot be attributed to all the members individually. Therefore, the whole is an actual moral person distinct from the individual members. To this moral person a special will, as well as actions and rights, can be attributed. These attributes will not fall to the individuals.   There have been scruples raised about the point that in popular assemblies the will of the majority prevails. This hesitancy arises because the votes of some individuals at times will contribute to the majority and under other circumstances be among the ones that constitute a minority. Such considerations will by no means destroy the unity if all, which may be attributed to the entire body.  
“If it happens, for instance, that in a senate not enough members agree as are required for a majority, the senate is understood to will nothing, as so nothing new is to be undertaken. And although this may often work some hardship on the state, it does not 
follow that the senate does not hold the supreme sovereignty.” Ibid:1028, He also rejects all claims that true sovereignty cannot be attributed to a multitude, “since a multitude is not obliged to observe for ever what once pleased them, and the multitude of all 
members of a state is not obliged”. Ibid.     After a state has been set up by a gathering of people according to the pacts outlined in the previous chapter, it finally becomes a democracy when the right to decide “upon matters 
touching the common welfare” has been conferred upon a council made up of the entire citizenry, which is an assembly. VII.v.6:1030.  What is then necessary for a democracy to function? First, a time must be decided and a place has to be found where the assembly can meet, deliberate and decide upon the affairs of the state. The times between meetings should not be too far apart. In addition, the votes of the majority must pass for those of all. Finally, certain magistrates or what today we would call a government should be appointed. These magistrates should carry on the daily business with the authority of the entire group. They should also investigate matters of importance and lay before the assembly any affairs that might have serious consequences. VII. v.7:1030-31. Aristocracy An aristocracy, according to Pufendorf, is established when a group of people have united into some rudimentary form of state, using the first pact outlined in the previous chapter, and have decided to commit the direction of their affairs to a council composed of a select number of men. The members of this council are designated either by their names, or by their positions,”or 
by some other sign whereby they can be distinguished from the rest”.  VII.v.8:1031. These council 
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members have accepted this designation on the condition that all others are submitting themselves to their will. On this condition, they accept the supreme sovereignty.   Pufendorf contends that Hobbes is incorrect in seeking the origins of aristocracy in democracy if his meaning was that all aristocracies had their origin in and were established by changes in perfect democracies. Experience proves, and reason does not deny, that from the first pact or agreement among men to unite and administrate their safety and security through common council and leadership, men were able to pass directly to aristocracies or monarchies. What is necessary for a democracy to function is also necessary for an aristocracy. Monarchy A monarchy is established by the pacts and the decree described in the previous chapter and when the supreme sovereignty is conferred upon one man. Pufendorf makes it clear that a group of people could not confer sovereignty upon a person on the condition that if he was not better in procuring the common protection than their previous democratic government, he could be removed. In such a case, they had not appointed a monarch but an eminent magistrate, who depended upon “the fickle breath of the people”. Therefore, such a ruler had not received the supreme sovereignty. VII.v.9:1033.   Pufendorf rejects the idea maintained most emphatically by many absolute monarchs that their supreme sovereignty was a creation of God Almighty. God could not by greater right be claimed to be the creator of monarchies than of any other form of governments. Moreover, a person who lives in a free state has to be just as much an obedient subject as the ones who live in a kingdom.    Both democracies and aristocracies require for the exercise of sovereignty appointed times and particular places for their deliberations and decisions. In an absolute monarchy such deliberations and decisions can take place at any time and place.98 Pufendorf quotes the third century Greek historian Herodian who claimed that: “Rome is wherever the Emperor is”. 
VII.v.9:1033. For Pufendorf this is a reason for preferring monarchy to other forms of government.  Comparative Advantage of Different Forms of States  Finally, Pufendorf discusses the comparative advantages of the different forms of states and claims that reason should decide what form should be preferred to another. The form of a state should be preferred that “procures more easily and surely the safety of the state, or that the 
force of sovereignty is less open to abuse”. This much is clear: 
“That no form of state can be so buttressed with laws but that, from the very form of government which is established for the safety of the citizens, some inconveniences 
can befall them by reason of the slothfulness or the wickedness of the rulers.” VII.v.22:1052. The reason is that rulers are not immune to the vices by which they are incited to do harm to others. In spite of the fact that the supreme sovereignty is established to protect citizens from their fellows, the sovereignty is conferred on men with some proclivity to cause harm. To support this view, he quotes the Roman Tacitus: “There will be vices so long as there are men.” Consequently, we sometimes experience from men the very things that they should have defended us against. Therefore, as has been pointed out by the Roman poet Quintus Horatius Flaccus (65-8): “for every folly of their princes the Greeks feel the scourge”. Ibid.  
 Since the conditions of human affairs are not perfect many disagree on what form of state will give the minimum of evils. However, Pufendorf claims that looking at the problem in 
                                                          
98 An example, the absolute Swedish monarch Gustav Adolf signed the deed establishing the University of      Dorpat (Tartu) the day before he was killed in the battle of Lützen in 1632.  
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this light the majority will cast their vote for a monarchy. Here he refers, without quoting, to the Greeks, Euripides (480-460), Herodotus (484-425BC), and Isocrates (436-338), to the German physician, Henningus Arnisaeus (1580-1636), and to the French political writer Bodin.   There are also arguments against monarchies. Here Pufendorf refers to an unknown Dutch author of the book Bilanx Politica, without bringing up his opinions. However, he adds that many of his arguments can be turned against the author by what Thomas Hobbes set forth in his De Cive. Pufendorf contends that it is not his purpose to discuss these various positions but he suggests that every good and loyal citizen should contemplate on a remark by the Roman Tacitus:  
“He [Marcellius] was not mindful on the times on which he had fallen, on the form of government established by their ancestors: he admired the past, and accommodated himself to the present system, devoutly wishing for virtuous princes, but willing to 
acquiesce under any sort.” Ibid:1053.  The Greek states were usually small city-states. In Pufendorf’s opinion, the most agreeable form of government in such states was in this order: a democracy, a mildly 
administered aristocracy, and finally, a kingdom of the Aristotle ‘heroic’ type. That is a principate, which asserts its authority by persuasion. If in these states somebody seized the power as a monarch, against the will of the people, it soon developed into a tyranny with all its awful protuberances.   Pufendorf found it absurd to establish a monarchy in a state, which consisted of just a small city, but on the other hand, he also found it absurd to establish a democracy in a nation that occupies a large territory.  From his discussion, it is clear that Pufendorf favours an enlightened absolute monarchy. He does not discuss constitutional monarchies.   Principles of Taxation  The Right and Power to Levy Taxes After having discussed the main responsibilities of the state Pufendorf makes it clear, as mentioned above, that the business of a state, both in time of war or peace, cannot be carried out without expenses. It is therefore necessary for the supreme sovereign of a state to have both the right and the power to either reserve for its use a certain part of the wealth or produce of a country, which is held by its people, or it may require individual citizens to contribute as much of their wealth “as is judged necessary to meet the expenses”. VII.iv.7:1013.  
The supreme sovereignty has therefore the right to lay hands on a part of the citizens’ possessions by way of taxation. The reason being that taxes “when levied in just measure and 
honestly expended”, are the price that each and every citizen pays to the state to meet the expenses for the defence of their life and property. This can be done in the same way as it may command and exact whatever services are required of its citizens. In addition, a state has the right to use other means to increase its revenue. The most important is the right to levy taxes on all imports and exports, and to appropriate some part of the cost of goods consumed at home. Ibid.  Pufendorf claims that the supreme sovereign of a state has the right to pass laws, which interfere with the use citizens can make of their possessions. It is a condition that these laws are beneficial to the welfare of the state. The usual moralistic and mercantilist view are maintained. He also lists sumptuary laws against excessive expenditures and luxury. This is, according to Pufendorf, necessary because both private and state resources would be depleted when money flows out of the country for luxuries, caused by an urge for the delights furnished by foreign hands. He supports this argument by a quote from Gaius Plinius Secundus, who claims that the Arabians are the wealthiest since practically all the wealth of the Romans and the Parthians ends in their 
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possession; “For they sell whatever they secure from the sea or forest, and buy nothing in 
return”. The same is the case with India that imports from the Roman Empire half of what she exports. VIII.v.3:1278.  It is also a further disadvantage when men have wasted their resources on luxuries, because then they will not be able to meet the expenses of the state. When those who spend all their incomes on luxury also have to pay something to the state, they are forced to either draw on their capital or cut down their scale of living. Here Pufendorf mentions the Roman laws against spendthrifts and luxurious spending. To the same class also belongs laws against gambling. These laws were enumerated by the Italian Manunzio and the similar laws in Greece by Plato. He also makes references to the 2nd and 3rd century Greek essayist Aelian and the Spanish Garcilaso de la Vega, and a few more without quoting them.  
 Furthermore, he makes it clear that the duty of governing a state as well as the right of 
raising revenue to cover the expenses cannot be separated from the state’s judicial rights. For no one can rightfully force its citizens to assume the cost of maintaining the state but him, who can rightfully punish those who refuse to pay.   Pufendorf emphasizes the need for a state to have the necessary revenue. Here he refers to the Roman Tacitus, who for one thing points to the Emperor Nero, who debated whether he should abolish custom dues altogether. Such a benefaction, he thought, would make him popular among his subjects. However, his advisers, who pointed out that the reduction in revenues “by which the state was supported” would entail the breaking up of the empire, restrained this impulse. VIII.v.4:1279.   He also claims that it is not possible in general to determine in advance, exactly what the expenses of the state will be. This is particularly the case in a situation of war. Here references are made to several Roman authors who support this view. Pufendorf also quotes but finds very little truth in the historian Titus Livius (59-17), who maintained that “War maintains 
it self”. Ibid:1280. The Duties with Respect to the Levy of Taxes Pufendorf discusses the duties of the Supreme Sovereign with respect to the levy of taxes. In this connection, he also discusses how taxes should be collected and how they should be honestly spent. His starting point is that citizens are required to bear taxes and other burdens, which are necessary to meet the expenses of the state.  First, the duty of the supreme sovereign is not to exact more in tax than “the necessities 
or the real advantages of the commonwealth require”. VII.ix.10:1123-1124. To support this view he quotes Grotius, who contends that it is the duty of princes to make sure that the burdens of the public should be held up against the necessity of a prudent government: 
“It is the duty of princes to accommodate the public burdens to the public necessities, so that the latter may sustain themselves by the public income in accordance with their dignity, and not to seek to measure them by their luxury and lust and that of the servants 
of the court, for such cravings know no measure”. Ibid.  Second, it is the duty of the sovereign to make sure that the amount in taxes is justly proportioned among the citizens. All should pay their share of the tax burden. No citizen should 
be granted exemption, “with the result that the rest are defrauded and overburdened”. 
VII.ix.10:1124. However, Pufendorf advocated only symbolic taxes for the poor. Third, it is the duty of the sovereign to crack down on tax evaders. This basic point of fairness, he has also emphasized earlier in book V, in a chapter where he discusses the making of trusts. He makes it clear that it is against natural law to form trusts to evade taxes. “Yet it will not be proper to make trust so as to evade the law; for instance, if a man who does not pay 
taxes should be willing to, for another’s goods to be made over to him for a time, so as to avoid 
the tax collectors.” V.x.8:775. 
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 Fourth, it is the duty of the sovereign to select trustworthy, non-corrupt, persons to serve in public positions. What kind of people should not take the lead in public affairs Pufendorf explains with a passage from the Greek Polibius: “It was impossible for a man to take the lead in public business with honour who neglected his own private affairs; nor again to abstain from 
embezzling public money if he lived beyond his private income.” This is also supported with an observation by the Greek Lucian: “Whoever has misused his private affairs cannot be trusted 
with those of others.” VIII.v.3:1278.   The Economic Responsibility of a Sovereign The size of the revenue that can be collected by taxation depends on the size of the resources and wealth of the citizens of a state. In addition, the vigour of a state will depend on the strength and resources of its citizens. Pufendorf contends that since it is vexatious for sovereigns to rule in poor countries, they therefore have obligations, to the best of their abilities, to carry out policies that will make the private fortunes of their citizen’s flourish. This is emphasised by a 
quote from the Greek Isocrates’ advice to a ruler:  
“Devote attention to the private means of your citizen, and remember that those who are extravagant are spending from your treasures, and that those who are industrious are increasing your resources; for all the private property of those who dwell in a state 
belongs to those sovereigns who reign well.” VII.ix.11:1125. These policies should also encourage its citizens to gather the richest possible harvest from fields and waters, and to utilize their resources in the best possible way. Furthermore, it is of great importance in maritime countries that these policies foster commerce, exchange of products and navigation.   Pufendorf also prescribed moralistic mercantilist laws favouring frugality, forbidding laziness and superfluous expenses and especially such laws that prevented the wealth of nations, such as gold, to pass out of the country. He quotes the Greek historian Cassius Dio Cosseianus (165-229): “Great wealth is gathered not so much by acquiring a great deal as by not spending 
a great deal.” Furthermore, he quotes again the Roman Tacitus, who emphasizes the example of the supreme sovereigns.  
“But a great promoter of economy was Vespasian, who was himself a man of the olden type, both in person and manner of life; thenceforth feeling of deference toward the Emperor, and the desire to follow his example, proved more powerful for good than all the penalties and terror of the law.” Ibid. He also contends that the health and stability of states comes from the union of its citizens. It is therefore the duty of the supreme sovereign to secure peace and “to see to it that there arise in the state no factions from which it is an easy step to uprisings and civil wars”.VII,ix,12:1126. Budget Discipline Pufendorf emphasize that what has been collected in revenues should be spent on the state, 
“and not dissipated on luxuries, largesses, vain parade or empty trappings”. VII.ix.10:1124.  Budget responsibility and discipline was therefore important. He makes it clear that if the disbursements are higher than the income, the balance should be made up by economy and a reduction in the expenses. “For splendour is fraught with ruin when it exceeds income.” 
VII.ix.10:1124. Pufendorf drives home this point with references to the Italian Machiavelli and a quote from the Roman Gaius Plinius Secundus :  
“Let a ruler practice himself to take everything into reckoning in his administration; let him go out and come in as though he were to give an account of it; let him make a report 
on his expenses. This will mean that he will not spend what he is ashamed to report.” Ibid. He further supports his view with a reference to the Archbishop of Capua Girolamo Connestagio, who points to the bad financial policy of Portugal. Furthermore, nor will any man 
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be moved by a remark of the Roman Cicero: “To be called a thrifty man confers no great 
honour on a king” This Hobbes explains in the following way:  
“Thrift, although a virtue in a private man, lessens the ability of those who must perform such tasks as demand the united strength of many men. For it weakens their efforts, which should be incited and maintained by the hope of reward- Yet without thrift the source of rewards easily dries up, although a king should not practise it for its own sake, and in order merely to store up wealth, but so that he may gather and preserve resources 
for the proper conduct of affairs.” Ibid:1124-1125.  How Should Taxes Be Collected? Because of the principle that citizens should not be overburdened by taxes and the importance of budget discipline, Pufendorf put great emphasize on tax collection. He claimed that taxes should be raised and collected with the least possible frictions and commotion. Here he observes that “Indeed, the mass of mankind feel it to be a far greater hardship to part with something 
which they once numbered among their possessions, than not have received something at all.” 
VIII.v.5:1281. Gaertner (2005:239) finds this latter statement interesting, since it shows that Pufendorf was “aware of an asymmetry with respect to gains and losses that men may incur, 
an aspect which only recently has been widely discussed in behavioural economics”.  Furthermore, Pufendorf stresses that the state’s tax revenues should be collected with the least possible expense. In addition, with a reference to Hobbes, the organisation of the tax collection should be such that they are collected with the least possible expense and in such a way that no large amount sticks to the fingers of the collectors. Without using the word, Pufendorf warned against corruption in tax collection. The experience of the treasury should not be similar to what happens when people are trying to put out a fire by using jars and buckets passing down a long line. The jars and buckets, which are drawn full at the source, are scarcely half-full when they reach the place, where the water is to be poured on the fire. The passing from hand to hand and being shaken is the reason. Pufendorf claims that there are many examples confirming similar results from the collection of taxes. VII.ix.10:1124.   Therefore, Pufendorf gives considerable attention to how taxes or other burdens are collected and levied on the citizens. Taxes should be publicly posted. This important principle he supports with a quote from the Roman historian Cornelius Tacitus, who praised an edict by the Emperor Claudius Caesar Augustus Nero (37-68): “That the regulation for each tax, hitherto kept secret, should be publicly posted up; that arrears should not be recoverable after 
one year; that suits against publicans should be heard out of the ordinary course.” VIII.v.5:1282.  Finally, the exaction by tax collectors should be carefully monitored by the supreme sovereignty, so that possible harassment of the taxpayers does not take place. Pufendorf emphasizes that it is absolutely necessary to select people for public business that are well qualified. It is important that people, who with honour should take the lead in public business, do not neglect their private affairs. There is reason to believe that a person, who lives beyond his private income, cannot abstain from embezzling public money. The Assyrian writer Lucian wrote: “Whoever has misused his private affairs cannot be trusted with those of others.” 
VIII.v.3:1278.  Furthermore, Pufendorf emphasizes the importance of having tax collectors, who are honest. “It is also a duty of the supreme sovereignty to put a stop to the exactions of tax-collectors, which they make for their own profit, as well as to the ways in which they harass and vex subjects - a burden more intolerable than the very taxes.” VIII.v.5:1282. Taxes Should Be Equal and Just When taxes or other burdens are levied, special care should be taken so that taxes are equally laid upon citizens and that subjects are given "no just cause for complaints”. They will have such cause, “if the burdens of the state should be laid upon citizens unequally”. Viii.v.6:1282 For as Hobbes so well observes: ”For as a rule, out of grief or at the injury, or from envy of others, 
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men complain not so much of the burden itself, as of the inequality”. Ibid:1283. The ones that pay complain out of grief at the injury, and from envy of the ones that do not pay.   Pufendorf finds it reasonable that those who share equally in the peace should pay equally for it in money or services. The immunities from paying tax and other privileges, which exists in many states, can only be defended if they are balanced by the quality of the services these people provide.  How should the term equality be understood? It should be observed that the kind of equality he discusses is not equality in money paid. Equality is understood to be that the burden assigned to each man “should not lie more heavily on one than another”. This will be the case 
“if an equal ratio is maintained between the burdens and the benefits of peace”. Ibid:1283. Although all citizens enjoy peace equally, not all of them share equally in its benefits, some individuals have more property than others do, and some have greater wants than others do. Should Taxes Be Proportional?  In generally Pufendorf believed that taxes should be proportional. Since every man’s wealth receives its defence from the state, it can be argued that the burden should be laid in 
proportion to the citizen’s income. This is illustrated by a statement of the Roman Grammarian Servius Tullius (4th and 5th century) recorded by a quote from the Greek Dionysius of Helicarnassus in defence of the institution of the census: “And I look upon it in itself to be both just and advantages to the public, that those who have great possessions should pay great taxes; 
and those who have small possessions, small ones”. Ibid. So also extraordinary demands made by a state in times of stress should be based upon capital.    However, since every man’s life is defended by the resources of the state, and since life is as dear to the poor as to the rich it can in certain cases be argued for “a small equal tax, such as the poll-tax, where a rich man pays no more than a poor”. Ibid. 
 Nevertheless, the principle of proportionality should not be carried too far. Pufendorf emphasizes that the poor should not be burdened by taxes. However, it is important that they also pay a small tax, even if it is just symbolic. He refers to the Spanish Gacilaso de la Vega, who tells us that the Incas of Peru ordered the very poor each year to render to their governors a certain amount of the horns of vermin, in order that no one could claim that he was free of taxes. VIII.v.10:1285.    Taxes On Income or On Consumption It is generally accepted that it is to the benefit of the state that citizens have the opportunity to be able to increase their wealth by their industry. However, citizens have different resources that is capital and labour skill; therefore, their income will probably be different. In addition, some people are frugal and some are wasteful. The problem that arises in this connection is therefore, how this shall affect the tax burdens. Should citizens be taxed by their income or by their consumption?    “For should taxes be levied to according to a man’s income and should it happen that those who have equal incomes have not equal capital – which is often enough the case, since one man keeps what he has been careful spending and another wastes in luxury – the result would be that those who share equally in the benefits of peace do not bear 
equally the burdens of the state.” VIII.v.6:1284. It could also be argued that if two men earn the same, for example, an annual income of one hundred units of value, but one spends forty and the other eighty, they still share equally in the peace and it could be argued that they should therefore pay the same tax.    Such an income tax would involve several practical problems. One such problem is that a general property census cannot be taken so often. It would also be most difficult for the state 
to find out each year the amount of every citizen’s income. If the tax should be set at the end of the year when every man would submit an account of his total receipts and expenses, and if then the tax is levied upon the surplus from the preceding year, one would pay twice as much 
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as the other, notwithstanding the fact that they share equally in the benefits of the peace. Another result from an income tax would be that one would suffer from his frugality and the other profit from his luxury. Another important result from an income tax would be that one taxpayer would suffer from his frugality and the other profit from being a spend thrift. Pufendorf therefore concludes:  
“Therefore the best course is to tax what is to be consumed, so that in consuming his own property he is, without feeling it, paying his dues to the state in proportion not to what he now has, but to what he formerly possessed by reason of the protection of the 
state, and what is paid the state is regarded as part of the price of the thing consumed.” Ibid.   From this point of view, the most convenient course seems to be to tax citizens according to consumption and not income.  Indirect Taxation As a consequence, Pufendorf favoured indirect taxes, which are excise taxes on goods consumed.  However, excise taxes should be moderate on necessities, since these goods are consumed by ordinary people, and higher on luxuries, since the wealthy people consume these goods.  Customs On Imports With respect to customs we should bear in mind whether the imports constitute necessities of life for the inhabitants of the state or merely serve the requirements of luxury. If the imports are luxuries, customs may be increased, to prevent luxuries living. In addition, such imports are customarily used by people of wealth or people that are the recipients of many privileges and therefore contribute little to the common cause.  Another motive for laying a heavy custom on imports of certain commodities is what today is called the infant-industry argument. Native workers might turn their attention to these products, and start domestic production of these goods. For this reason, it is proper to lay heavy customs on foreign goods, especially the ones that only serve luxury.  Customs On Exports With regard to exports, we should distinguish between commodities, which are the only means for some citizens of the state to make a living and the commodities which, if forbidden, would help the commonwealth prosper. In the first case customs duties should be taken off and in the latter case they can be increased. If foreign nations are in great need for these commodities we can levy a higher custom than if they can secure these goods from other markets.  A State of Emergency There are times of crisis in the life of every state when great need, for example in the case of war, makes it impossible to collect strict quotas from each citizen. This is the case when something that belongs to one or a few citizens is required for the necessary use of the commonwealth. In such a case, the supreme sovereignty will be able to take over that thing for the necessities of the state on the condition, that whatever exceeds the just share of its owners, must be refunded them by the other citizens. In such cases, it is emphasized that no one should be given special privileges. Furthermore, Pufendorf argues that: “Yet the claim that those who have in this manner paid out or lost their fortune for the public weal, should, so far as possible, have it restored to them, or 
be properly recompensed by the entire state, rests on the most manifest equity.” VIII.v.7:1286.     
109  
Part IV: Diffusion of Pufendorf’s Economic Ideas  This part has as its main objectives to investigate the following questions: How have 
Pufendorf’s doctrines been dispersed? Did Pufendorf have any influence in his own time? Have his doctrines of political economy been used by philosophers in the 17th and 18th century? Have his doctrines of political economy been used by Adam Smith?   The focus of this part will therefore be to first investigate how Pufendorf’s ideas was dispersed through the spread of his books, and how natural law became a university subject at almost all Protestant universities and even some Catholic across Europe. Thereafter an inquiry will be carried out how his ideas of natural law in general and in particular his doctrines of political economy was used by the notable European scholars in the years after the publications of his natural law works,      Chapter 12.  The Great Populariser   When the book Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis (Elements of Universal Jurisprudence) was published in The Hague in 1660 it attracted great attention, as well as earning Pufendorf an enviable reputation in greater parts of the European academic community. The book has, as mentioned, been called the first real textbook in natural law and it was used as textbook at some universities. Thomas Behme (1999:ix) claims that it had seen seven editions 
of the Latin text in Pufendorf’s lifetime: The Hague 1660, Cygneae [Zwickau] 1668, Jena 1669 and 1680, Cantabrigae [Cambridge] 1672, Frankfurt am Main 1669, 1680 and 1694. More recent editions are the Latin and English edition Claredon Press, New York 1931 and London 1934, the English edition by Oxford University Press 1994, the Latin edition by Akademie Verlag, GmbH Berlin 1999, and the English edition by Liberty Fund, Inc. Indianapolis 2009. However, it has not had a distribution that could be compared to his later works. His second book, De Statu Imperii Germanici (On the Constitution of the German Empire), was published in 1667. It became an instent bestseller. Numerous esitions was published. Although, the imperial censor banned it, it was translated into several languages and distributed across all of Europe. Michael Seidler (2007:xiii) claims that few works had seen so many editions, officials and pirated and that a 1710 editor had estimated a total distribution of over three hundred thousand copies. “Even if the figure is exaggerated, the book was clearly a senenteenth-century best-seller, achieving a notarity that lasted for decades. Indeed even its 
critics contributed to the book’s success by sometimes republishing it with their own 
commentaries and refutations.” With this book, Pufendorf’s reputation was also extended to non-academic circles.  In 1668, Pufendorf moved to the newly established University of Lund, where he had been invited to a chair in natural and international law. At Lund he, in his first years. in addition to his new teaching assignment, researched, wrote and completed the manuscript he had brought with him from Heidelberg. In 1672, his comprehensive exposition of the state of the art in natural law De Jure Naturae et Gentium, was published.  A year later, he published an abridged, popularised version, a so-called ‘student edition’ entitled De Officio Hominis et Civis (On the 
Duty of Man and Citizen) in two small books. This ’student edition’ became in modern parlance an international bestseller. As well as being adopted as a textbook in natural law at many universities, it made the author famous in the European academic circles. The main focus of this chapter will be the circulation of this book, and how important it became for the establishment of natural law including political economy as a university subject.  
110  
What Were the Reasons for His Popularization? De Officio is “excerpted almost entirely” from his major work, but it does not include the long and often tedious arguments that support its conclusions.99 In his major work we are almost overwhelmed by his numerous quotations from ancient writers and contemporary sources. This 
is not the case with this abridged ‘student edition’.  What was Pufendorf’s motivation in publishing this popularised version? His own answer is found in the Dedication of the book to the first chancellor of the university, Lord Gustaf Otto Stenbock (1614-1685), and in his Preface entitled “To the benevolent reader - 
greetings”. In his dedication, Pufendorf makes an apology for having produced such a small work. However, his excuse is that it is a work for beginners, “as it can furnish some use perhaps to those who are undertaking the first step to that study”. Accordingly, the content embraces merely “the first rudiments of moral philosophy”.  This position he also made clear in the preface, where he states that his purpose has been to “set fourth for beginners the chief headings of natural law, briefly and I think in a clear 
compendium”.100 This indicates two points. First, that De Officio was built on notes he used in his lectures. Second, that he considered the book suitable for students.  However, it was not only for the benefits of the students of natural law or moral philosophy that he produced this book. He also thought that the education of students would be to the larger public advantage; “…that the minds of studious youths be imbued with moral doctrine of this character, in order that its manifest use in civil life might be considered”.   Furthermore, it is also clear that Pufendorf had another reason for his popularisation. He wanted to counter his previously mentioned detractors, who had written ‘a bull of 
excommunication’ against him. The effect of his counterattack was, at first, like throwing petrol onto a fire, but ultimately the dispute tremendously strengthened his reputation. De Officio contributed greatly to this development.101  
With Pufendorf’s natural law works and the reputation he had accomplished, the study of natural law became fashionable among academic scholars, students and educated people.  De Officio – An International Bestseller De Officio, when it was published in 1673, ‘hit the market’ at the right time. It became an international ‘best seller’. It spread Pufendorf’s gospel of natural law, which includes ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy, on the European continent, the British Isles and the American colonies. New editions, with or without commentaries, appeared in most European countries. It was reprinted innumerable times, and thousands of copies were produced and sold. Latin was the Lingua-Franca of the educated classes and used as a language of instruction at all universities in the 17th and 18th century, but De Officio was also translated into all the major European languages. The first translation and publication of De Officio into German as Über die Pflicht des Menschen und des Bürgers by the German historian, jurist and professor in Giessen Immanuel Weber (1657-1726), appeared in 1691. The first English translation, as The Whole Duty of Man, according to the Law of Nature, by the English scholar and professor at Gresham College, Andrew Tooke (1673-1732) appeared the same year. It was reissued in 1698, 1705 and 1716.  
                                                          
99 All quotations from DOH.Dedication. iii.  100 All quotations from DOH.Preface. v. 
101 See for example Bo Lindberg (1983) who claims that the great dispute he had at Lund did not diminish his 
     reputation. 
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In spite of the fact that the Catholic Church placed Pufendorf’s natural law works on the index, these works found their way into university libraries, state libraries and libraries of the intellectual classes, also in the French, Italian and Spanish speaking parts of Europe. French was not only the spoken and written language in France and parts of Switzerland it was the first foreign language across Europe, after the classical languages Greek and Latin. If readers had difficulties with a text in the classical languages, they turned to the French translations. These translations were also in many cases used as basis for translations into other foreign languages. Translation of books into French, originally written in Latin, was therefore very important for the circulation of new ideas.  
Only two years after its publication in 1667, Pufendorf’s political work De Statu Imperii Germanici was translated to French by François-Savinien d’Alquié (16..-16..) and published in Amsterdam.102 The first translation into French of De Officio et hominis et civis as Les devoirs des hommes et des citoyens suivant la loi naturelle by Antoine Tessier (1632-1715) appeared in Berlin in 1696. The translator was a French jurist, who as so many other Huguenots had to escape from Catholic France, after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685. As a consequence of the revocation, the French Huguenots lost their legal existence in France. Huguenot (Calvinist) churches were closed, their right to emigrate was denied and Catholic upbringing was made compulsory for their children. However, more than 500 000 Huguenots managed to emigrate. Tessier went first to Calvinist Switzerland, but, after a stay of seven years, he moved to Berlin in 1692. Here he, like Pufendorf, became counsellor and historiographer, first to Prince Elect Friedrich III, who from 1701 became King Friedrich I of Preussia. Nothing is so far, known about the circulation of Tessier’s translation.  Jean Barbeyrac the Preeminent French Translator One person is very important in this context. It is the French, jurist and philosopher Jean Barbeyrac. Being a Huguenot, he and his family, had to escape France in 1685. After spending some time at Geneva and Frankfurt am Main, he became professor of belles-lettres at the French school of Berlin. In 1711, he was called to be professor in history and civil law, at the University of Lausanne, before finally settling as professor of public law at the University of Groningen. Barbeyrac became the preeminent eighteenth-century translator of Latin natural law works into French of the seventeenth century.   In Berlin, Barbeyrac translated Pufendorfs major work De Jure Naturae et Gentium into French. It contained a substantial amout of comments and was published in Amsterdam in 1706.103 He dedicated his translation to His majesty the King of Prussia. This translation had a tremendous effect on subsequent editons, both in Latin and translations into other languages, 
since many of them included and used Barbeyrac’s comments. The year after he translated, also with an extensive preface and many comments, the abridged De Officio Hominis et Civis.104 He did this translation since he was not satisfied with the earlier mentioned translation by Tessier. 
                                                          
102 L’Estat de l’empire d’Allemagne de Monzambane, traduit par le sieur Fr. S. d’Alquié, Amsterdam, J. J.      Schipper, 1669. The translator, François-Savinien d’Alquié, was a French writer and doctor [physician]       having practiced in Kristiania (Oslo), Norway. 103 The French title Le Droit de la Nature et des Gens ou Système Général des Principes les plus importants de       la Morale, de la Jurisprudence et de la Politique, Traduits du Latin de feu Mr. Le Baron de Pufendorf, Par       Jean  Barbeyrac, Amsterdam, Henri Schelte, 1706 (Dedication : « A sa Majesté le Roi de Prusse »). 
104 The complete French title Les Devoirs de l’Homme et des Citoiens, tel qu’ils lui sont prescrits par la Loi       Naturelle, Traduits du Latin de feu Mr. Le Baron de Pufendorf, Par Jean Barbeyrac, Amsterdam, Henri       Schelte, 1707. (The introduction by the translator is dated «De Berlin le 1. Mars 1707»). He based his        translation upon the eleventh edition of the original, which was prepared in 1703 at Frankfurt am Main by 
       Professor Immanuel Weber of the University of Giessen. 
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Both these translations were published, with an extensive preface and many comments. These translations saw a large number of editions and reprints. In addition, they were also, to a great extent, used as the basis for translations into other languages. This will be clear in the next sections. Together with Barbeyrac’s recommendation for their use, they had a tremendous effect 
on the circulation of Pufendorf’s natural law books and the diffusion of natural law including political economy. The French public, but also people from other parts of Europe that were familiar with the French language, became acquainted with the doctrine of natural law through his translations, included comments and annotations not only of Pufendorf’s works, but also of  De Jure Belli et Pacis by Hugo Grotius, and De Legibus Naturae by Richard Cumberland. Barbeyrac should therefore be given a great deal of honour with regard to the great 
popularity of natural law or moral philosophy as a university subject, and the use of Pufendorf’s De Offico as a textbook. His own fame rests chiefly on the preface and annotations to his 
translation of Pufendorf’s natural law work.  John Christian Laursen (1995:1-14), Simone Zurbuchen (1998:415) and Fiammetta Palladini (2011), acknowledged the major role the Huguenot diaspora played both in the socio-economic development in Brandenburg-Prussia at the end of the 17th and the beginning of the 18th century and the role Barbeyrac played in the diffusion of natural law.  Editions and Translations of De Officio Sigelinde Othmer (1970:129) and Klaus Luig (1972:539-557) have both made investigations into the diffusion of natural law by looking at the number of editions and translations of both 
Pufendorf’s major work De Jure Naturae and his popularised ‘student edition’ De Officio.  The combined major results of Luig’s and Othmer’s studies of editions and translations of De Officio Hominis et Civis until the 1770’s are shown in the table 1 below.   Table 1. De Officio Hominis et Civis, editions and translations.     Othmer’s results in brackets.   In Latin In local languages  In French The Netherlands  12   (4)   3  (1)   8 (7) Germany/Austria  59 (37)   7  (1)   3 (1) British Isles  10   (9)   7  (6)   1 (1) Switzerland     5   (1)   -   2 (1) France    -   6  (4)    - Sweden  10   (4)   -    - Italy    8   4  (1)    - Denmark    -   1  (1)    - Russia    -   2  (2)    - Poland    2  (1)   -    - Spain    -   1  (1)     - Total 106 (56) 31 (17) 14 (10) Sources: Klaus Luig (1972:546) and Sigelinde Othmer (1970:140).   
Othmer’s emphasis was on Barbeyrac’s translations of Pufendorf’s works into French, and included an analysis of their readership. In her study, she claims that Barbeyrac translated Pufendorf for the younger generation of students and for those pupils who were in preparation for university studies. These young people, learned and spoke Latin, but their knowledge of the language was not sufficient for the study of such an important but also difficult subject as 
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natural law. Barbeyrac proposed that all university programmes in the French-speaking parts of Europe should, at the beginning, have textbooks in their mother tongue. When he himself held his inaugural speech as rector of the University of Lausanne in 1715, it was in French.  According to Luig, in the Dutch Tijdschrift voor Rechtsgeschiedenis from 1972, by the 
1770’s there were around 150 identified editions and translation of De Officio. However, though his survey is more comprehensive than earlier accounts, it does not claim to be complete. Luig re-examined Othmer’s study and claimed that, although her investigation was correct with 
respect to the editions and translations of Pufendorf’s major work, she had missed many 
editions of the popularised ‘student edition’ De Officio.  
Pufendorf’s ‘student edition’ De Officio became an international ‘bestseller’, which was published in many editions and printed in tens of thousands of copies. In all, according to Luig’s study, this work has been published in more than 151 editions. Of these editions, 106 are in Latin and 45 in other European languages, Danish, Dutch, English, French, German, Italian, Russian and Spanish. There are 31 editions in the local language and in addition 14 editions in French, but published in another country than France; 8 in The Netherlands, 3 in Germany/Austria, 2 in Switzerland and 1 on the British Isles. Most of the 20 editions in French can be attributed to Barbeyrac. In addition, it should be mention that several of the translations into other local languages are based on one of 
Barbeyrac’s French editions, not the Latin original. His extensive commentaries are often added to other editions and translations. This is for example the case of Basil Kennets 1729 translation of De Naturae et Gentium into English. 
Although Luig’s investigation is extensive, even this study is not complete. For example, a Swedish translation from 1747 has been missed by both Othmer and Luig.105 Sæther (2009) concludes that this abridged student edition has, at least, been translated into nine European languages.  Since many of these translations are, as mentioned, not from the original Latin text but 
from Barbeyrac’s French translation, Pufendorf’s original meanings could easily have been distorted in such translations. Unfortunately, it is also a fact that many translators took a great freedom in their translations and ‘adopted the text’ if they did not agree with the original. David Saunders (2003:477) asserts that Andrew Tooke, the English translator of De Officio did adjustments so that his translations coincided with his own views. He also contends that Barbeyrac did more than just translate the text: he manipulated it systematically to be better in line with his own convictions and that he in his notes deliberately directed the opinions of his readers against the original test. Ibid:482. Maurizio Bazzoli (1979) contends that Giambattista 
Almici’s (1717-93) translation of De Jure Naturae into Italian in 1757-59, on the basis of Jean 
Barbeyrac’s translation as well as Pufendorf’s text, was unreliable and that Almici purposely misrepresented Pufendorf’s work. However, he adds that it was necessary for Amici to remove from the text sentences that were, or could be interpreted, as being against the Catholic Church. If not, he would not have been able to get permission to print.106 Of the professors who adopted the De officio as a textbook, many published their own comments, sometimes separately, but usually together with the text. It should also be noted that some professors published their own books on natural law or moral philosophy that closely 
shadowed Pufendorf’s work. Therefore, several imitations of De Officio have been published. 
                                                          105 Twenne böcker om menniskians lefnads och samlefnads plicht. Stockholm 1747. 106 Bazzoli, Maurizio. (1979). “Giambattista Almici a la diffusione di Pufendorf nel Settecento italiano”, Critica       Storica, No. 1, pp. 3-100. Almici’s translation of Pufendorf’s De jure naturae et gentium was published in       Venice from 1757 to 1759 as Il diritto della Natura e delle Genti, ossia sistema generale de’ Principii li più        importanti di Morale, Giurisprudenza e Politica di Samuele Barone di Puffendorf, rettificato, accresciuto ed       illustrato da G. B. Almici bresciano (4 vols).   
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Some authors admitted that they built closely on Pufendorf, while others tried to disguise their source.  Sæther (2005) has investigated two examples that fall into the former. The first is the earlier mentioned Dano-Norwegian moral philosopher and Professor at the University of Copenhagen, Ludvig Holberg, whose book Moralsk Kierne or Kunskab om Natur og Folkeretten (Moral Source or Knowledge of Natural Law and International Law) was published in Danish in 1711. Danish was at that time, the written language in Denmark-Norway. This book became, according to Ditlev Tamm (1986:83), very popular, and was published in six editions. It was also translated into German, Leipzig 1748, and Swedish, Stockholm 1789. The second example of this category is the Irish moral philosopher and Professor at University of Glasgow, Francis Hutcheson (1694-1746), with his A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy from 1747 (first published in Latin in 1742). Both Holberg and Hutcheson admit their dependence on Pufendorf, and a closer investigation shows that each follows him chapter by 
chapter. However, neither accepted Pufendorf’s emphasis on self-interest, as an important driving force behind human behaviour.  Of the 83 editions of De Officio that were included in Othmer’s study, 64 were published after 1706. The last edition in The Netherlands, and the last edition in Germany, both date from 1769. The last in England is from 1758, the last in Switzerland from 1748, the last in France from 1830, the last in Sweden from 1748 (missed by Othmer), the last and only one in Italy from 1761, the last and only one in Denmark from 1742, the last in Russia from 1726, the last and only one from Poland in 1682 and, finally, the last and only one from Spain was published 
in 1834. From this, it can be concluded that the popularity of Pufendorf’s ‘student edition’ lasted well into the second half of the eighteenth Century.  Interestingly enough, some more recent editions, reprints and translations of this book 
have been found, which are not included in Othmer’s investigation from 1970. There is the edition in Latin with a translation into English by Frank Gardner Moore published by Oxford University Press, New York in 1927. Furthermore, Cambridge University Press published a new translation into English by Michael Silverthorne in 1991. In addition, there is a reprint of the translation by Andrew Tooke et al. from 1735, with Two Discourses and a Commentary by Jean Barbeyrac, translated by David Saunders, and published by Liberty Fund, Inc. Indianapolis 
2003. Furthermore, there is a reprint of Bayberac’s 1735 translation into French by Olms Verlag, Amsterdam in 1992. A German edition and translation by Klaus Luig (1994) published by Insel Verlag, Frankfurt am Main, and another German edition by Akademie Verlag, Berlin 1996. There is also a new Swedish edition by the City University Press, Stockholm, from 2001.  Editions and Translations of De Jure Naturae et Gentium 
The popularity of Pufendorf’s ‘student edition’ also led to many translations and new editions of his major natural law work. The results of Othmer’s investigation into the eight-volume work De Jure Naturae is shown in table 2.  In all, 44 editions of this work have, according to the investigation by Othmer been published, 20 in Latin, 13 in local languages and 11 in French outside France. The number of 
editions in French is also based on Barbeyrac’s work. In addition to the translations into French, this work has also been translated into German, English and Italian. Of the 44 editions that were included in this study, 31 were published after 1706. The first translation into English was done by Basil Kennett (1674-1715) and others in 1703.107It was based on Pufendorf’s 1688 edition. The second edition of Kennet’s translation 
                                                          
107 The others were the Reverend Mr. William Percival (1674-1734) who translated Book V, and the Reverend        Itchiner William (16..-17..), who translated Book VIII. 
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from 1710 was “corrected and compared” with Mr. Barbeyrac’s French translation and his notes from 1706. The fourth edition from 1749 included Barbeyrac’s Prefatory discource.   There are also here more recent editions, reprints and translations of this work, which are not 
included in Othmer’s investigation. It is the Latin and English edition by Oceana Publications Inc, New York and Wiley & Sons Ltd., London 1933, the Latin edition Akademie Verlag GmbH Berlin 1999, the English edition by The Lawbook Exchange, Ltd. Clark, NY 2005, and the English edition by Liberty Fund Inc. Indianapolis from 2009.   Table 2.  De Jure Naturae et Gentium, editions and translations.   In Latin In local languages  In French The Netherlands    4      -       5 Germany  12      3       2 England    -      7       1 Switzerland     1      -       3 France    -      2       - Sweden    3      -       - Italy    -      1       - Total 20    13     11 Source: Sigelinde Othmer (1970:139).   By the middle of the seventeenth century Pufendorf’s natural law works could be found in university and state libraries across Europe and North America. For more than 100 years, these books were among the most read academic books in Europe and the New World. In Protestant Europe, these works could be found in the libraries, because they were used by the professors, and were part of the curriculum for those studying jurisprudence, philosophy or ethics. In Catholic Europe Pufendorf’s natural law books were in many cases blacklisted and in some cases banned. However, they were needed by scholars to be studied, so they could counteract and refute the dangerous ideas presented in these works. Therefore, 
Pufendorf’s books, could also be found in most Catholic university libraries across Europe although students in the 17th and 18th century were no permitted to read them. Knowledge of 
Pufendorf’s natural law works, was according to Jan V. M. de Vet (1996:209-35), dis-seminated through reviews in the learned journals in the Netherlands and elsewhere.  It should be emphasized that De Officio was not only read by university students and scholars. It was a book that was known and spread among the educated classes from emperors and kings to aristocrats, landowners, bureaucrats, and people of the clergy, business people and others who could read and write. It could therefore also be found in many large and small private libraries and book collections throughout Europe. These private libraries could contain several thousand volumes and the book collections might range from only a handful to several hundred volumes.   As an example of how this book was known and read also by more ordinary people, there is a study by the Norwegian professor Francis Bull (1916:234-35). He investigated 58 book catalogues, from the rather small collections of books by deceased persons in the Eastern part of Norway, in the second half of the nineteenth century. He found one or more of 
Pufendorf’s works, most commonly his ‘student edition’, in 33 of these catalogues.  In her study, Othmer mentions that Friedrich the Great (1712-86) had Barbeyrac’s translation of De Officio in his library. The Emperor Joseph II (1741-90) of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire was required to study it, as part of his education. The Emperor Peter the 
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Great (1672-1725), initiated and followed closely the translation to Russian of De Officio in 
1726. Furthermore, Othmer emphasized that Barbeyrac’s personal work and influence in Lausanne was very important for the spread of natural law in general and the works of Samuel Pufendorf, particularly in Switzerland. She also mentions Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui (1694-
1748) from Geneva, who had listened to Barbeyrac’s lectures in Groningen, and Emerich de Vattel (1714-67). Both were well-known Swiss philosophers and jurists that carried a great deal of influence. Petter Korkman (2006:xv-xvi) stresses that Burlamaqui in his teaching and writings built extensively on Pufendorf, but that they also differ on fundamental principles.108  Natural Law a University Subject  Pufendorf became, as earlier mentioned, Professor at the University of Heidelberg in 1661. Although he did not manage to get a professorship in natural law at the Faculty of Law, he taught the subject together with international law and philology. At University of Lund he became professor of natural law and taught the subject from 1668. Owing to his reputation and influence, and as a result of the popularity of his natural law works in general and his popularised version De Officio in particular, natural law, including political economy, became part of university studies in natural law or moral philosophy at most Protestant universities across Europe, and even at some Catholic universities. Reluctant professors were forced by their students to include his natural law works on the curriculm. 
Nokter Hammerstein (1986:31) begins his article on the influence of Pufendorf’s natural law at German Universities, in the eighteenth century, with a rhyme from Friedrich Schiller (1759-1805). In the poem “Die Weltwiesen” from the year 1795 he writes: “Drum fliest der wilden Wölfe Stand/ Und kniept des Staates dauerned Band! / So lehren vom Katheder Herr 
Pufendorf und Feder”. This rhyme was used to show the undisputable influence of natural law not only in the faculties of law but also in other German academic faculties during the eighteenth century. The introduction of natural law as a subject at German universities coincided to a large degree with the introduction of university reforms. Again, this was the Century of the Enlightenment or the Age of Reason, and was characterized by a belief in progress that could 
be achieved through reason and the rejection of traditional, authoritative teaching. Pufendorf’s natural law was at the forefront of this development and his popularized version De Officio was a book that, hit the market at the right time.  After the initial establishment of natural law at Heidelberg in 1660-61, study programmes and chairs in Pufendorfian natural law were established at many European universities.109 In Germany, Heidelberg was followed by Jena 1665, Greifswald 1666 or 1674 (It had recently been conquered by Sweden), Königsberg 1673, Marburg 1674, Helmstedt 1675, Erfurt 1676, Altdorf 1680, Tübingen 1684 or 1686, Kiel 1689, Frankfurt and der Oder 1690, Giessen 1692, Halle 1694. A few years later came Rostock, Wittenberg, Leipzig 1711 and Göttingen 1734.110 Moreover, this listing does not claim to be complete.  Knud Haakonssen (2012) for example contends that, at the end of the first quarter of the eighteenth century, all the 14 Lutheran and 9 Reformed universities, which functioned in the German-Roman Empire, had chairs in natural law either at the Faculty of Philosophy or the Faculty of Law or both, and often also at the Faculty of Theology. In addition, the Catholic universities had started early to react to this development and had created independent chairs in 
                                                          108 See also Petter Korkman (2013).  109 Natural law had been thought at universities or academies since the Middle Ages. But with Grotius’ De jure      belli et pacis from 1625 a change took place. The first chair in the subject was, according to Lindberg (1976),      established at University of Uppsala in 1655.  110 The articles by Dufour (1986), Hammerstein (1986), Mautner (1986), Denzer (1987), Haakonssen (2012 and       the book by Israel (2006). 
117  
natural law. The first was Freiburg im Breisgau 1716 and Salzburg 1717. Numerous other Catholic universities all around Europe soon followed them. In the Netherlands natural law had been part of the curriculum at Leiden as early as the 
1640’s using the works of Grotius.  From 1662 Pufendorf’s Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis was used as a textbook. The same year this book was also used at University of Groningen. In Switzerland, natural law, thanks to the aforementioned Barbeyrac, became part of the curriculum, first at the University of Lausanne 1711, and a few years thereafter at the universities of Geneva and Basel. In the Nordic countries, the University of Uppsala was first 1665, then came Lund 1668, and after a few years’ other universities took up the subject that is Åbo (Turku in today’s 
Finland) and Dorpat (Tartu in today’s Estonia) 1690, Copenhagen in 1695, and the University 
of Kiel, in today’s German Schleswig-Holstein, in 1665 and or 1689. Pufendorf’s name became so familiar in the Nordic countries that the popular Swedish poet Carl Michael Bellman (1740-95), just like Schiller, used his name in his songs and rhymes. In the United Kingdom, John Locke at the University of Oxford first taught natural law 
in the early 1660’s, but it was at the five universities in Scotland, first at Glasgow and Edinburgh, but soon followed by St. Andrew and King’s College and Marischaf College in Aberdeen, that moral philosophy, as natural law was called, gained a strong position in the early eighteenth century. This will be taken up in a later chapter. All major libraries in Europe and North America had copies of Pufendorf’s natural law 
works in their collection. Pufendorf’s De Officio was on the natural law curriculum of almost all universities in Protestant Europe in the beginning of the eighteenth century. For more than 100 years, this book was among the most read academic books in Europe and the New World. Horst Denzer (1987) tells us that students at some universities, such as Kiel, forced reluctant 
professors to accept Pufendorf’s abridged ‘student edition’ as a textbook. Although natural law did not become a university subject in the Catholic universities 
(with some exceptions), this does not imply that natural law, and Pufendorf’s works, were not known among scholars and students. In Catholic universities in general and Jesuit universities in particular, professors warned their students against the heretical writings of Pufendorf.  These warnings probably stirred the interest of both professors and students.  With his integrated theory of natural law, which included political economy, first presented in his Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, expanded in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium, and popularised in his De Officio Hominis et Civis, Pufendorf became famous all over Europe and in the New World. Natural law became a fashion, and new chairs in this subject were created at many universities. Pufendorf's natural law books were translated into the major European languages. Copies of his De Officio were produced in thousands, with new editions in many European countries, with or without commentaries, and reprinted again and again. From these facts the conclusion can be drawn that thousands of students and scholars across 
Europe in this period had an introduction, and became acquainted with Pufendorf’s natural law writings included his theories of political economy. It is also reasonable to conclude that if some of these students and scholars wanted to get a deeper insight in to these topics they would also 
turn to Pufendorf’s advanced work De Jure Naturae. Here they would also find the references to further studies.  Dissemination of Natural Law Another reason for the popularity of natural law is the controversy surrounding Pufendorf’s works and personage. In Heidelberg, his De Statu Imperii Germanici (The Constitution of the German States) from 1667 created a storm, and although it was published under an alias, it made him famous. At the University of Lund, his polemic disputes with his colleagues in the Faculty of Theology became known in academic circles across Europe. All these commotions 
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must have stirred and stimulated the curiosity of students and professors. However, the themes of his natural law works and the problems that were brought up for discussion must also have hit a nerve among them. The themes discussed used a philosophy characterized by belief in progress, which could be achieved by a self-reliant use of reason. They therefore touched fundamental and everyday human problems. Pufendorf's ideas have become common knowledge to such an extent that this may help to explain why he is almost forgotten. His popularised version De Officio contributed to the beginning of the Enlightenment, characterized by belief in progress. It was believed that this progress would be achieved through the self-reliant use of reason, and by reaction to traditionalism, obscurantism and authoritarianism.  Although, as will be argued in a later chapter, Pufendorf has been almost forgotten and ignored by most contemporary philosophers, historians, economists, and last but not least historians of economic thought. There are some modern authors, who speak highly of him. Will and Ariel Durant (1962:658-59) in their monumental work The Story of Civilization, assert that: 
“His writings remained for half a century the dominant work in political analysis of social relations.” William Dunning (1947:318), in his History of Political Theories claims: 
“Whichever side be taken on the much mooted question as to whether this prolific and unquestionably talented German philosopher made any distinctly original contribution to political science, there can be no doubt that his works had a wide vogue and much influence 
with his own and the succeeding generation.” Alfred Dufour (1986:102-104), tells us that the classicists John Locke, Jean Jacques Rousseau, Charles Louis Montesquieu and countless more had studied Pufendorf's natural law works. Many of them expressed that they considered these works to be fundamental, and necessary, for the study of civil law and politics, and that they used his theories when they developed and elaborated their own. In his analysis, Dufour investigates what opinion our 
classicists, all of whom had studied Pufendorf’s natural law works, had of his natural law writings in general, and on his De Officio in particular.   One of the most influential philosophers in the history of modern thought, John Locke, went as far as saying that De Jure Naturae et Gentium was the best book on the subject. In his essay, Some Thought Concerning Education (1690) he gave advice on how to educate a gentleman.  
“When he has pretty well digested Tully’s Office, and added to it ‘Puffendorf de Officio 
Hominis et Civis’, it may be seasonable to set him upon ‘Grotius de Jure Belli et Pacis’ 
or, which perhaps is the better of the two, ‘Pufendorf de Jure Naturae et Gentium’, wherein he will be instructed in the natural rights of men, and the original and foundations of society, and the duties resulting from thence. This general part of civil law and history are studies which a gentleman should not barely touch at, but constantly dwell upon, and never have done with.”.111 
Locke’s use of Pufendorf’s natural law works in his own writings will be discussed in some detail in the next chapter. The leading thinker of the French Enlightenment, Charles Montesquieu in his Esprit des Lois (Spirits of Laws), from 1748, wrote in eulogistic terms of his predecessors: "I give thanks to Messr. Grotius and Pufendorf, who have achieved what a great part 
                                                          111 All Locke’s writings on education have been collected and edited by James Axtell (1968). Quotation from       footnote in Ch.13. p. 25. Quotation here from An Extract from …. In R.Wynne (1761:84-85). „When he has       pretty well digested Tully’s Offices, and added to it Puffendorf de Officio Hominis & Civis, it may be       reasonable to set him upon Grotius de Jure Belli & Pacis, or, which perhaps is the better of the two law        works, Puffendorf de Jure Naturali & Gentium; wherein he will be instructed in the natural rights of men,       and the original foundations of society, and the duties resulting from thence.” 
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of that book requested from me, with a loftiness of genius that I could not have reached 
myself”. Ibid:104. 112    Robert Shacleton (1961:72), in his Montesquieu bibliography tells us how Pufenodorf was utilised by Montesqueiu and that; “To find him already in 1725 reading, studying and using 
Pufendorf is of capital importance.” He also mentioned that Montesquieu’s L’Esprit des lois 
together with Pufendorf’s De Officio was placed on the Index of Prohibited Books by the Catholic Church.  The French-Swiss philosopher, writer and political theorist Jean Jacques Rousseau in his Projet pour l’éducation de M. de Sainte-Marie from 1740, expressed his views on Pufendorf it in the following way: 
“Lastly, should my pupil stay long enough in my hands, I would take the risk to give him some knowledge about moral and natural law through the readings of Pufendorf and Grotius, because it is an honnête homme and a sensible man worthy to know the principles of good and evil and the grounds on which the society he belongs to are 
set.”Ibid.  
It is clear that both Montesqueiu and Rousseau had Pufenforf’s natural law works ready at hand when they did their own writings. Their use of Pufendorf will be discussed in a later chapter. Lois Robert Derathé (1970:16) contends that one thing is clear regarding Pufendorf himself: “no one writing on law and morality for more than half a century after 1672 could 
afford to ignore him”. Moreover, he added: “Nor, indeed, can anyone writing on this period 
today”. Alfred Dufour (1986:104), also point to the recognition Pufendorf had among the representatives of the belles-lettres, at both the end of the seventeenth century and the end of the eighteenth. Jean Le Clerc (1657-1736), who was the editor of the famous Bibliothèque universelle et historique from 1686 to 1693, put it his way:  
“The books by Hugo Grotius, The Law of War and Peace, and the one by Samuel Pufendorf, called On the Duty of Man and Citizen, are admirable when it comes to the general principles. Especially the second one, which is the shortest, establishes, with great neatness and tidiness, the grounds of Moral, of Politics and of Jurisprudence. When reading it with close attention, one will find principles allowing to solve most of 
the main issues raised in those Sciences.” Approximately ninety years later, the chief editor of the Encyclopédie, Denis Diderot (1713-84), strongly praised Pufendorf and in his Plan d’une Université pour le Gouvernement de Russie (A university plan for Russia) from 1775 he recommended De Officio as a textbook for the students. However, not everyone had anything but praise for Pufendorf. Dufour’s (1986:105-106), quotes two French administrators, Henri-Francois d’Aguesseau (1668-1751) 
and Francois Richer d’Aube (1686-1752). The first was Chancellor and the second "Maitre des 
requetes" to Louis XV.  D’Aguesseau  wrote in 1716 this note of warning to his son: 
“Amongst the Moderns, scholars of the North have great consideration for the big treatise De jure naturali, gentium et civil. I wish you would have more courage than I did, my son. But I have to confess, and maybe I should be ashamed, that I did not read this work through. In truth the author is deep; but it is written in the fashion of Peripatetitians, who often darken what they want to define with abstract terms and 
technical expressions .. .”Ibid. 
However, his warnings did not include Pufendorf’s popularised abridged edition: 
“That said, I do not want to warn you any further, you should rather judge by yourself; in any case, should you be as unlucky as your father and see boredom seize you, you could still read the sole concise Barbeyrac gave us of Pufendorfs work. … 
                                                          
112 Translation our responsibility. 
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“ … on this matter one can even get more benefits from such a concise than from a long treatise because it is good to start with setting the mind on the path, to show it [the mind] the general principles which have to lead it, before making it go in a long career 
which vastness could frighten it.“Ibid. 
D’Aube wrote, in the preface to his Essai sur les Principes du Droit et de la Morale (Essays on the principles of law and ethics) from 1743: 
"Pufendorf seems to be less spiritual than Grotius. … .Pufendorf had in front of his eyes a beautiful outline. One has to admit that he did not get as much as he could have from 
it … he has not, I believe, brought in the construction of his Book a geometrical enough spirit, and the same misfortune that happened to Grotius happened to him. His erudition did also do him a lot of harm." Ibid. 
Here it is important to note that both d’Aguesseau and d’Aube were jurists and, although their opinions about Pufendorf were rather reserved, it is clear that they both knew his works.  One of the classics, the philosopher Francois Marie Arouet de Voltaire (1694-1778) did, however, not find much of value in Pufendorf or the other natural law writers. In an article on law in his Dictionnaire philosophique (Dictionary of philosophy), he wrote: "Nothing possibly can tend more to render a mind false, obscure, and uncertain than 
the perusal of Grotius, Puffendorf, and almost all the writers on the ‘jus gentium’" Ibid. Dufour (1991) in an article on Pufendorf in the Cambridge History of Political Thought 1450-1700, also discussed the use of his works in Anglo-American literature. In the English literature, he mentions William Blackstone (1723-80), who, in his Commentaries on the Laws of England, published 1765-69, makes numerous references to Pufendorf. In the American literature, he 
draws attention to the ‘first minister’, John Wise (1652-1725), who used Pufendorf as an authority in his defence of a democratic church constitution, A vindication of the governance of the New England Churches. Second, the politician and spiritual leader of the American Revolution, James Otis (1725-83), used Pufendorf together with Grotius and Locke as authorities to bolster his influential pamphlet, The Rights of the British Colonies Asserted and Proved (1764).  Pufendorf’s natural law works could be found in the libraries of the colleges of the American colonies. The founding fathers of the American Revolution that had studied law were familiar with his work. Thomas Jefferson, one of the founding fathers, the third president and the principal author of the US Decleration of Independence from 1776, had in his library, according to Frank Dewey (1986:66), both the French translation by Barbeyrac of De Jure Nature and the 1749 edition of the English translation by Basil Kennet in his library in 1815. 
He used Pufendorf’s works frequently both in his practise as a lawyer and as a politician. In the 
next chapters the influence of Pufenodorf’s writings on political economy on a selected group of French and English scholars of political theory and political economy will be analysed   
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Chapter 13. John Locke - An Admirer of Pufendorf  The First to Use Pufendorf’s Natural Law Works When Pufendorf published his first work on natural law, Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis, in De Hague in 1660, it earned, as already established, the author an enviable reputation. Scholars belonging to what can be called the early Enlightenment, supported the opinions he expressed in its two books. They also saw the work as the first textbook in natural law. Others criticized the opinions expressed in it, and some Catholic fundamentalist wanted it banned. Consequently, its reputation increased, and the use of the book became more common. The first scholar of any importance, to actively use Pufendorf’s first natural law work, in the development of his own ideas, was probably John Locke. He was born in Somerset in 
Southern England in 1632, in the same year as Pufendorf. Locke’s family was Puritan belonging to the minor gentry. His father was a lawyer, who had fought with the parliamentary army during the Revolution 1642-49.  Because of his service to Cromwell’s army, he could secure for his son a place at Westminster School, one of the most prestigious public schools in England at the time. William Letwin (1963:149) in his The Origins of Scientific Economics therefore claims that: “Locke’s education, like that of so many of his contemporaries, was deeply 
influenced by the accidents and dislocations of the Civil War.” Locke entered Westminster School in 1647, where he received a sound classical education that included Greek, Latin, and lectures in logic, metaphysics and moral philosophy. One of the real advantages of going to Westminster was that its graduates might try for a place at Christ Church College, Oxford or Trinity College, Cambridge. Locke tried successfully for 
the former. He did well enough to be elected a King’s scholar in 1650 and to win such a scholarship. He was also elected to a Junior Studentship at Christ Church College, and matriculated in the autumn of 1652. Here Locke made his home for more than thirty years, though he was occasionally absent from it for long periods.  The university Locke found when he entered was in total disarray. During the Civil War, it had been a Royalist stronghold and when it was taken over by the parliamentary armies in 1648, there were no students. The university buildings were in a universal state of disrepair and many of its libraries had been looted. The Puritans purged the faculty of Royalist sympathizers and tried to institute some needed reforms. They emphasized reforms of conduct (instead of educational reforms), closed alehouses, increased church attendance and introduced order. However, not everything was bad, they also hired the most competent non-Royalist scholars they could find and therefore the situation gradually improved.  At Oxford, as claimed by Peter Laslett (1964:18) in his Introduction to the Two Treatises,”Locke was urbane, idle, unhappy and unremarkable, all these things at the same 
time and only just successful enough.” He was not satisfied with the state of learning at the university where he had to study scholastic metaphysics and logic. He preferred the French philosophers Rene Descartes and Pierre Gassendi (1592-1655). But in spite of this fact he managed, according to Henry Richard Fox-Bourne (1876,Vol.1:40), to satisfy the authorities, did reasonably well in his studies, and was awarded his Bachelor of Arts degree in 1656, and his Master of Arts in 1659. He became Reader in Greek in 1660 and Reader in Rhetoric in 1662. In 1663, he was appointed Censor of Moral Philosophy. Part of his duties, in this capacity, was to deliver a series of lectures, and Locke chose the topic: “The Law of Nature”.  At the time of his lectures on natural law, Locke decided to switch to the study of medicine, a decision based on an interest he had cultivated for several years. Although he was never awarded a degree in medicine from Oxford, he made a reputation for himself as a physician, and it was in this capacity in 1667 that he met and became the personal physician of and adviser to Antony Ashley Cooper, later the first earl of Shaftesbury (1621-83). 
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This association turned into friendship and it caused Locke to turn to politics and political economy. When Shaftesbury, his patient, patron and friend, became Lord Chancellor in 1672, Locke was given the opportunity to serve as a secretary on important government boards. This gave him first-hand knowledge of how a government worked. Following Shaftesbury's fall from favour in 1675, Locke spent some time travelling across France, as tutor and medical attendant to a young pupil. Locke returned to England in 1679 when Shaftesbury's political fortunes took a brief positive turn. Around this time, most likely at Shaftesbury's encouragement, he composed, Laslett (1988) asserts, the greater part of the Two Treatises of Government, and furthermore started his writings on several essays.113 However, Shaftesbury became deeply involved in the abortive Monmouth Rebellion,114 and subsequently in 1683, was forced into hiding in Holland. As a Shaftesbury sympathizer, Locke was in 1684 by a royal mandate, expelled, from his studentship at Oxford, as consequence, Locke found it wise to follow Shaftesbury, and went again into exile in Holland. A request to eradicate him was ignored by the Dutch government. During his six years in exile, he completed several essays, among them Essay Concerning Human Understanding, which James McCosh (1875:27) calls “Lock’s immortal 
essay”, and Thoughts Concerning Education. Returning to England in 1689 he quickly published the first of these and in addition Letter Concerning Toleration. In 1690, he published anonymously his Two Treatises of Government (TT), in which he discusses the state of nature, natural rights, natural law, and political economy including the social contract and problems concerned with property.115  After returning to England, the new government recognized his services to their cause. Consequently, he was offered important posts, as for example ambassador to Berlin and Vienna. These he politely refused because of his fragile health, but he did agree to serve in some relatively important offices at home. In 1668, he had become secretary to the Lords Proprietors of Carolina and a year later, he had helped to draft the Fundamental Constitution for the Government of Carolina. Later, when his fame had spread and the ‘Glorious Revolution’, with the fall of the Stuarts, had brought influence and power to his friends, his career reached a peak when he was appointed Commissioner of Appeals in 1689. He also served as Commissioner of Trade and Plantations from 1696 to 1700. Although these and other official duties demanded him to stay in London for periods, he was in 1691 able to make a permanent home at Oates in Essex, at the house of his friends Sir Francis and Lady Masham. He continued to live with them until his death in 1704.  John Locke was an Oxford scholar, medical researcher and physician, political operative, political economist and ideologue for a revolutionary movement, as well as being one of the great philosophers of the late 17th and early 18th century.  
Pufendorf Locke’s Important Source 
                                                          
113 It has been claimed (Laslett 1964:67-78) that, although Locke does not make many citations, his First      Treatise was written against the views of Sir Robert Filmer (1588-1653). Filmer’s views were expressed in      Patriarcha, which had the subtitle The Natural Power of the Kings. It was probably written in defence of    the authority of the state in 1638. It circulated from that year, but was not published before 1680. In it Filmer   argued that political authority was derived from religious authority, also known as the Divine Right of Kings,   which was a very dominant theory in seventeenth–century England. Pufendorf argued strongly against this   doctrine. 114 It was called the Monmouth Rebellion after the Duke of Monmouth, who claimed the English throne, and led       an unsuccessful rebellion against the Roman Catholic King James II in 1685. However, James II was forced       to give up the English throne to William of Orange in 1689, and fled the country. 115 This main work of John Locke was written a couple of years before he returned to England. It has been       published in numerous editions and reprinted repeatedly. And it has at least been translated into French,       German, Hebrew, Hindi, Italian, Norwegian, Russian, Spanish and Swedish.  
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Locke, like most of his contemporaries, listed very few of his sources. This was in accordance 
with Pufendorf’s view in his first book Elementorum Jurisprudentiae In the preface Pufendorf claims that he has drawn much on Grotius and Hobbes, whom he cites there “once for all”, but otherwise he has no citations.116However, Pufendorf’s lack of references in his first work is in sharp contrast to his main work De Jure Naturae et Gentium, where the readers are overwhelmed with citations.  It is therefore very difficult to establish exactly whose ideas Locke used when he put his own thoughts into writing. Laslett (1964:130) claims that Locke had a deliberate policy of making as few references as he could. In his Two Treatises he mentions only six writers by their names and two others by the titles of their works.   Locke is considered one of the most influential philosophers in the history of modern thought.117Therefore, a great number of academic scholars have discussed his contributions and commented on whom he built his theories on, and who in turn took over his theories and built on them. Unfortunately, only a few have carried out an investigation into his use of Pufendorf as one of his major sources. The reason being that very few writers on government or political 
economy have read Pufendorf’s natural law works and are aware of his contributions. This is particularly true of economists. Historians of economic thought have only occasionally found any connection between Pufendorf and Locke. There are, however, a few scholars, who have 
included Pufendorf’s natural law works when analysing Locke’s essays and treatises, and comparing them with the texts of the authors Locke had studied.   Although Locke was born in the same year as Pufendorf, attended university at about the same time, and became a very productive writer during his life, it is a fact that the publishing 
of most of his writings took place later in his life. Laslett (1964:16) writes that he was “a 
reluctant author, a professed ‘enemy to the scribbling of his age’.” He was fifty-seven years old before a word of the works, which have given him renown was published in print.  At this time, Pufendorf had written and published many essays, three great natural law works, and thirty books of history. 
However, Locke’s writings actually started as early as the beginning of the 1660’s. It was during the preparation of his lectures on natural law that he wrote down, in Latin, a manuscript containing these lectures. He even revised this manuscript a few times. Locke never published these lectures himself. They were not published before Wolfgang von Leyden translated, edited, and published them in 1954 as John Locke Essays on the Law of Nature. These essays are, according to James Gorden Clapp (1967,Vol.3:498) in his article on Locke in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, considered his earliest known political writings.  When Locke prepared his lectures and wrote these essays both von Leyden (1954:39) 
and Woolhouse (2007:38) claimed that he had a copy of Pufendorf’s first book Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis in his possession and that he had procured this book just after it was published in 1660. Michael Zuckert (1994:243), in his book Natural Rights and the new Republicanism, confirmed this and claimed that it was “a book Locke admired”. Later in 1681, Locke also bought a copy of the edition of 1672 of Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis together with a copies of De Jure Naturae et Gentium and De Officio Hominis.118 Consequently, 
                                                          
116 EJU (1931 [1660, 1672] Preface p. xxx. 117 Although Laslett (1964:x), claims that Locke did not write as a philosopher. 
118 Von Leyden (1954:39) writes “Locke possessed two copies of the Elementa, the edition of 1672, which he had       bought together with De Jure Naturae, in 1681 and the edition of 1660, which he may have acquired shortly       after it was published. There can be little doubt that he consulted this book when he wrote his essays.” This       is also confirmed by Woolhouse, (2007:38): He states that in October and November of 1660 Locke was in      Pensford. From his correspondence, it is clear that Locke was occupied with “what was called the ‘law of       nature’”. “Two important books on the subject had been published during the year. One of these, De Officiis      secundum Naturae Jus, was by Robert Sharrock, and, … , it is very possible that Locke had read it; the other,      which he evidently did read, was Samuel Pufendorf’s Elementa Jurisprudentia Universalis.” 
124  
there can be little doubt that Locke consulted Pufendorf when he wrote his essays and treatises, 
and that he used Pufendorf’s works, together with the works of others, such as Grotius and Hobbes, as a point of departure in his analysis. In De Jure Naturae Locke also found all the references to the Greeks, the Romans and the modern writers that he used in his later works. This reliance on Pufendorf is also confirmed by von Leyden (1954:39), who contends 
that there can be little doubt that Locke consulted Pufendorf’s Elementorum, “for a number for 
points raised in it are discussed by him”. Moreover, he points to a few cases where Locke and Pufendorf disagree and to others where they agree. Von Leyden (1954:82) also asserts that 
Locke’s first essays became a foundation that he built his later works on, and that these essays over the rest of his life provided him “with topics and inspiration which he turned to account 
in the building of his own philosophy“. Nevertheless, he surprisingly and wrongly claims that Pufendorf was mainly concerned with an examination of specifically legal points, and that these 
attracted little of Locke’s attention. His conclusion is strange: “Thus, since the fields of their special inquiries did not coincide, a further comparison of their doctrines could hardly be 
fruitful.” According to him it was one of the Cambridge Platonists, Nathanael Culwerwell (1619–1651), who provided Locke with an important stimulus and who had a direct influence 
on the formation of Locke’s mature doctrines.119 
In his introduction to Locke’s Two Treatises of Government Laslett (1964:74) finds it 
idle to look for the source to Locke’s political thinking.  
“But of the writers he consulted when engaged on his book Samuel Pufendorf was perhaps of the greatest use to him, in spite of the fact that their views of constitutional 
matters were in such contrast. He took advantage of Pufendorf’s arguments, he 
reproduced his positions, and he described his major work as ‘the best book of that 
kind’, better than the great Grotius on War and Peace.”  In several footnotes, Laslett show us how Locke used and built on Pufendorf. From his discussion it is clear that Pufendorf was his primary source.  How John Locke rose to dominance, within the context of 17th century Anglo-American thought, is discussed by Zuckert (1994:187-188). He claims that Locke when he held his Oxford 
lectures not only presented Locke’s views as of 1664, but also his considered judgements on the many important natural law theorists, both the ones that preceded him, like Richard Hooker (1554-1600) and Grotius and the more recent such as, Hobbes and Pufendorf. Locke had, when he was writing his Essays, access to the works of all the mentioned authors and he used their works extensively, without citing them, in his own writings. Zuckert (1994:188), points out, for example, that: “It might seem quixotic to treat the Essays as a critique of Grotius, for Grotius 
never once appears by name in Locke’s book. Nonetheless Grotius has an unmistakeable 
presence there.” According to Zuckert, Locke also quotes and refers to the more recent ones including Pufendorf, without mentioning their names or citing their books. Many examples are given by Zuckert of how Locke makes use of Pufendorf, in what manner he was influenced by him, and by what means he breaks with him. When Locke, for example, attempts “to justify his definition [of law] in terms of criteria essential to all law”, the criteria is clearly adapted from 
Pufendorf’s discussion of law. “Locke identifies three or perhaps four such characteristics of 
law … , all taken from Pufendorf.” Ibid:192. John Locke and his debt to Pufendorf is also discussed by Michael Crowe (1977), James Tully (1980) and Helge Hesse (2009:436). It is therefore reasonable to claim that Locke was probably the first important scholar who actively used Pufendorf when he did his own writings. This also strongly indicates that Locke early in his life acquired a good theoretical knowledge of natural law, which included a 
                                                          
119 The Cambridge Platonists believed strongly that reason is the proper judge of disagreements, and they      advocated dialogue. 
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state of the art exposition of ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy, from Pufendorf.   
Locke’s Writings On Political Economy Letwin in his The Origins of Scientific Economics from 1963 analyzes the development of English economic thought in the period 1660-1776. He outlines the contributions of Josiah Child (1630-99), Nicolas Barbon (1640-98), John Collins (1625-83), William Petty (1623-87), John Locke and Dudley North (1641-91). Neither Grotius nor Pufendorf is mentioned as a predecessor or contemporary of Locke or the others. This is particularly surprising since Letwin (1965:176) recognizes that the doctrine of natural law, “with its fusion of scientific principle 
and moral standard”, was the foundation that Locke built his works on and that this also carried over into economics.  
Locke’s writings on applied economics have also been investigated by Karen Vaughn (1980) in her John Locke Economist and Social Scientist. Locke was, in Vaughn’s opinion, a far more sophisticated economist than most historians of thought have given him credit for and that he was an early social scientist with a consistent view of social action in both his economic and political writings.  Her declared objectives in her study (1980:x) were therefore first to provide “a comprehensive treatment of John Locke’s position in the development of economic 
thought”, second “to establish the influences on his thought and his relationship to his 
contemporaries”, and last to make “the connection between his economic theory and his theory of political society”. In her study, the second objective is only superficially treated. 
Although she claims (1980:18) that the real influence on Lock’s economic thought comes primarily from “a combination of his reading of Aristotle, the Scholastics, and his contemporaries Grotius and Pufendorf on the one hand, and his own personal observation of 
economic problems on the other”, there are no discussions or examples of how Locke built on any of these authors.120  
In her book (1980:24) she has, in one footnote, a reference to Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae. Locke claims, like Pufendorf, that fashion is for the most part, ”nothing but the 
ostentation of riches”, and therefore a high price increases the demand. With this exception, there are no references to Pufendorf and no indication that she has studied his natural law works or his price theory in any detail. Nevertheless, she (1980:18) sees it as a problem that Locke 
“gives no indication of which of his ideas are new and which are borrowed.” Furthermore, she (1980:141) asserts that: “This is true not only of Locke, but of most seventeenth-century writers. 
Footnoting is a mania of our age of widespread literacy.” Unfortunately, Vaughn leaves it at 
that and makes no investigation of Locke’s use of Pufendorf in his writings on political economy.121 Neither does Vaughn in her study make any attempt to assess the influence Locke had on later economic thought. She only mentions in passing that Richard Cantillon (1680-1734) had read his essays before he wrote Essai sur la nature du commerce en general between 1730-34, and that Ferdinando Galiani (1728-87) is reputed to have introduced himself to economics 
by translating Locke’s first essay before he in 1741, wrote his own essay On Money and that 
Adam Smith made reference to Locke’s essay in The Wealth of Nations. 
                                                          
120 In a chapter John Locke, Social Scientist Vaugn (1980:108-109) mention that Schumpeter noted Locke’s      contributions to the seventeenth-century theory of natural law, «and ranked Locke along with Hobbes,      Grotius and Pufendorf, among others, as philosophers who despite their Protestantism, were in the Scholastic      tradition.” 121 Karen Vaughn (1980:141) claims that her first professor Joseph Soudek, in a personal correspondence,      contended that: “In earlier times, it was taken for granted that the reading public, which was small, was well      enough educated to be able to supply the source of non-original ideas. Only the really obscure writers tended       to be credited for their ideas.” 
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Writings on political economy can be found in most of Locke’s works. It certainly goes back to his The Law of Nature based on his Oxford lectures in the early 1660’s. His work on what can be called purer political economy goes back to 1668, when he wrote a paper, or manuscript, on the consequences of Lessening of Interest.122 From 1668-1674 Locke corrected and added to this manuscript, but he did not publish it. However, Letwin (1963:273-300) published it as an appendix called Locke’s Early Manuscript on Interest. When Locke wrote this manuscript, Letwin (1963:156) contends that he had not read any of the economic tracts that were published at the time. However, he later became an avid collector and reader of such 
tracts. Furthermore, in spite of the fact that Letwin points to Locke’s “disposition to consider 
moral and political problems from the standpoint of ‘natural law’” he is not aware of the fact 
that Locke was well acquainted with Pufendorf’s Elementorum, when he first wrote this manuscript, and later became familiar with De Jure Naturae et Gentium. Pufendorf is not 
mentioned at all in Letwin’s book.  Henry William Spiegel (1983:155) in his book The Growth of Economic Thought has a different opinion. He claims that it was Josiah Child with his pamphlet Brief Observations Concerning Trade, Interest and Money published in 1668 that was responsible for bringing Locke “into the discussion of economic matters”. Furthermore, he claims that Locke had 
“carefully perused“, a tract by Thomas Manley (1628-76) from 1669, in which Manley argued that a low rate of interest would cause an increase in drunkenness, and that Locke employed some of his arguments.123 Surprisingly, Spiegel (1983:232) writes that Locke “may have found 
more food for thought in Pufendorf”, but leaves it at that, and does not discuss it further.  When Locke came to compose and publish Some Considerations of the Consequences of the Lowering of Interest, and Raising the Value of Money in 1691, he incorporated pages of 
his original manuscript in it. Locke’s essay was an attempt to convince the British Parliament to defeat a proposed bill designed to lower the real rate of interest from 6 to 4 per cent. However, his influence was insufficient to sway Parliament to his side. In 1695, he published Further Considerations concerning Raising the Value of Money, which again argued for recoinage at full value. These two essays along with a short pamphlet Some Observations on a Printed Paper Intituled, For Encouraging the Coining of Silver Money in England and After for keeping it here, and a few scattered paper comprise Locke’s total published output on issues of what can be termed pure economics. However, his writings on political economy, such as human behavior, private property, theory of value and money, foundation of states, and division of state power and taxation can also, as already mentioned, be found in Essay Concerning Human Understanding, and in his most important and influential work, the Two Treaties of Government.  Theory of Human Behaviour In his Essay Concerning Human Understanding Locke outlines his theory of knowledge and his philosophy of science. In addition, he discusses other issues such as ethics and philosophy of mind.    Although Locke was a devoted Christian, he followed Pufendorf in criticizing and rejecting the widely held view about the origin of our knowledge. According to this view, which was strongly advocated by all the different Christian dominations our fundamental theoretical and practical principles and ideas are innate. They are there from birth. Locke saw this doctrine as a threat to freedom of thought and inquiry. He, like Pufendorf, held the view that knowledge must be acquired. Our mental faculties and our ability to use them may be said to be innate, but it is only by using these faculties that we can acquire knowledge. He said that at birth our mind 
                                                          
122 The full title was ‘Some of the consequences that are like to follow upon lessening of interest to 4 per cent’. 123 Tim Keiren and Frank Melton (1990) surveyed this debate.  
127  
has no innate ideas, it has not yet been affected by experiences and impressions, it is blank, a tabula rasa. As our mind gains simple ideas from sensation, it forms complex ideas from these simple ideas by processes of combination, division, generalization and abstraction. In his Two Treatises, Locke starts out The Second Treatise by discussing the State of Nature. Like Pufendorf, he considers what state all men are natural in. TT.II.ii.4:287. His answer is that men are in a state of perfect freedom to decide their actions “as they think fit, within the 
bounds of the Law of Nature”, without having to depend on other people.124He continues by claiming that the state of nature has a law of nature to govern it. This obligates everyone to 
reason, which in turn means for all mankind “that being equal and independent, no one ought 
to harm another in his Life, Health, Liberty or Possessions”. TT.II.ii.6:289. Since all men are the workmanship of one wise creator, and are in this world to do his business, each one has to take care of his own self-interest. “Every one as he is bound to preserve himself”. Ibid. When his own self-interest is not threatened, he ought, “as much as he can to preserve the rest of 
Mankind”. Ibid. The allusion to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability is clear.   Theory of Property Locke uses his theory of human behaviour to develop his theory of property. This theory is also outlined in the Second Treatise, in the chapter Of Property. His endeavour is to show how men come to have property “in several parts of that which God gave mankind in common, and that 
without any express compact of all the commoners.” TT.II.ii.25:304. The starting point is the same for Locke as for Pufendorf:  
“God, who hath given the World to Men in common, hath also given the reason to make use of it to the best advantage of Life, and convenience. The Earth, and all that is therein, is given to Men for the Support and Comfort of their being. And though all the Fruits it naturally produces, and Beasts it feeds, belong to Mankind in common, as they are produced by the spontaneous hand of Nature; and no body has originally a private Dominion, exclusive of the rest of Mankind, in any of them, as they are thus in their 
natural state.” TT.II.ii.26:304. However, the fruits of the earth did not fall into each mouth by themselves. Therefore, even if they were given for the use of man, “there must of necessity be a means to appropriate them 
some way or other before they can be of any use, or at all beneficial to any particular Man.” 
TT.II.ii.26:304-305. Pufendorf argued, as explained in an earlier chapter, that people in a state of nature must obtain the consent of their fellow men before the fruits of the earth can be privately appropriated. At first, this consent could be tacit but later it must give way to express agreements. A Labour Theory of Property  Locke departed from Pufendorf and outlined his labour theory of property. He was a persistent champion of natural rights—the idea that “every man has a Property in his own 
Person”. TT.II.ii.27:305. Nobody has any right to this person but himself. A person owns himself and should have certain liberties that cannot be expropriated by the state or anyone else. Locke claims that most things need cultivation before they can be used. This required the use of labour. When someone labours for a productive end, the results become that person’s property. It would be improper that some, who had contributed no labour, should have the same rights equal with someone that used his labour and skills in the production. Ownership is therefore created by the application of labour. Here it should be emphasised that Locke could also have got this idea from Pufendorf who claimed that “it was improper that a man who had contributed no labour 
                                                          
124 There has been much discussion as to whether or not Locke did believe in natural law. Vaughn (1980:154-     155) summarizes this discussion, up to the date of her book. See also James Tully (1991:625-629). 
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should have right to things equal to his whose industry a thing had been raised and rendered 
fit for service”.IV.iv.6:540.  
The question is asked when particular things became a man’s property. In answering, Locke uses an example from Pufendorf.125 “He that is nourished by the Acorns he pickt up under an Oak. Or the Apples he gathered from the Trees in the Wood, has certainly 
appropriated them to himself. No Body can deny but the nourishment is his.” TT.II.v.28:306. Did the fruits became private property when they were digested, or when he ate them, when he boiled them, when he brought them home or when he picked them up?  Locke’s answer was 
that it was man’s labour that removed the fruits out of the common state and made them his property. Locke claimed that property preceded government. Government can therefore not arbitrarily dispose of the estates of its subjects. How much could each person appropriate of land or other things? “As much as any one can make use of to any advantage of life before it 
spoils, so much he may by his labour fix a Property in”. TT.II.v.31:308. A person can also appropriate what his employee has produced. It is possible that Locke got this appropriation idea from Pufendorf, who in his discussion of the causes of private property, emphasizes that most things require cultivation and to cultivate you need the use of labour Nicolas Jolley (1999:205), in his book Locke: His Philosophical Thought, contends that Locke (1964[1690]:306-307) rejects Pufendorf’s theory of property as a clumsy solution, which would effectively condemn the human race to starvation. Furthermoe, it is clear that Locke like Pufendorf believed that the introduction of property would contribute to the creation of peace among men.  
“For when Men by entering into Society and Civil Government, have excluded force and introduced Laws for the preservation of Property, Peace, and Unity amongst themselves; those who set up force again in opposition to the Laws, do Rebellare, that is, bring back again the State of War, and are properly Rebels: Which they who are in Power (by the pretence they have to Authority, the temptation of force they have in their hands, and the Flattery of those about them) being likeliest to do; the properest way to prevent the evil, is to shew them the danger and injustice of it, who are under the greatest temptation to run into it.”  TT.II.xix.226:433-434.  The Theory of Value, Money and Trade 
An inquiry into Pufendorf’s treatment of the theory of value and money in his natural law works, 
and a comparison with Locke’s theory shows clearly the influence of Pufendorf on Locke. Locke does not plagiarize Pufendorf, but he builds directly on him. The difference is found in 
Locke’s emphasis on English conditions and a substantially more advanced quantity theory of money.  In Some considerations from 1691, he opposed, as mentioned above, a bill before Parliament to lower the maximum legal interest rate from 6 percent to 4 percent. Because interest is a price, and because the laws of nature determine all prices, he reasoned, ceilings on interest rates would be counterproductive. People would evade the ceiling, and the costs of evasion would drive interest rates even higher than they would have been without the ceiling. 
Locke believed that governments should not regulate interest rates. Locke’s reasoning on the subject, sophisticated for his era, has withstood the test of time: some economists make today the same objection to controls on interest rates. Theory of Value 
                                                          
125 DJNG IV.iv.13:554. “An oak-tree belonged to no man, but the acorns that fell to the ground were his who      have gathered them.” See also the comment in a footnote of Peter Laslett (1964:306). 
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On the subject of value and price, Locke takes over and uses Pufendorf’s theory of value. A comparison of Locke’s writings on theory of value in his Some Considerations, with 
Pufendorf’s writings on the theory of value or price in De Jure Naturae substantiates that he must have had this work close at hand. This is also recognized by Hutchison (1988:68). Locke’s account in Some Considerations is a rudimentary demand and supply theory. He starts out using 
Pufendorf’s treatment of the distinction between the intrinsic value and the market value of a good. Locke claims that the intrinsic worth of a thing consists in its fitness to supply the necessities or serve the conveniences of human life. The more necessary it is to our being or the more it contributes to our well-being, the greater is its worth. Locke (1691:16) used the terms ‘quantity’ and ‘vent’. The vent of any good “depends 
on its necessity or usefulness”. An estimation of the value of a good can be done by comparing its quantity to its vent. Quantity and vent are approximately equivalent to supply and demand, which also depend on the number of buyers and sellers. “The price of any Commodity rises or 
falls by the proportion of the number of Buyer and Sellers.” (1691:15). Fewer buyers will lower the price; fewer sellers will increase the price. The allusions to Pufendorf are remarkable. As with Pufendorf, Locke (1691:21) is also aware of the fact that the most useful things, such as water and air, have no price or a small price. ”Hence it is, that the best, and most useful things are commonly the cheapest; because, though their Consumption be great, yet the Bounty of 
Providence has made, their production large, and suitable to it.”. From this Letwin (1965:224) suggests that the paradox of value (the diamond-water paradox) although known “since the time immemorial probably entered the stream of economic theory through Locke’s 
Considerations”. However, Letwin had not studied Pufendorf’s writings on value and price and his understanding of this paradox. In his Two treatises Locke (TT.II.v.40:314) changed his view on the theory of value and combined a labour theory of property with a labour theory of value. Of all the provisions of life, the ones that nature furnishes us with and the others, which our industry and pains prepare for 
us, a computation will make it clear “how much labour makes the far greatest part of the value 
of things, we enjoy in this World”. TT.II.v.42:314. Labour is not only the origin of property, but also the determinant of its value and thereby the differences in value on everything. The 
contradiction between Locke’s demand and supply theory and his labour theory of value is discussed by Spiegel (1983:164-69). However, Hutchison (1988:70) contends that Locke did not propose a labour theory of value that determined relative prices, and therefore there are “no 
outright contradiction” between the two theories. Karen Vaughn (1980:17) starts her exposition of Locke’s contribution to economics with his theory of value. She claims that his value theory forms the basis of his economic analysis and economic policy. “It was his one tool, his one model for dealing with all economic 
problems” He applied this model consistently to economic problems and his analysis mostly 
yielded satisfactory explanations. Vaughn (1980:19) claims that Locke’s account of the determination of prices often has been described as an early version of supply and demand analysis, where quantity was his term for supply and vent his term for demand.  However, she adds that it was a supply-and-demand analysis of a most primitive kind. Furthermore, Vaughn 
(1980:21) claims that Locke’s analysis can best be described as an analysis of shifts in demand and supply. His treatment of what determines the demand of goods, vent, is rich but his treatment of supply and quantity is scanty. It can be argued that her statement also applies to Pufendorf’s theory of value.   Money and Trade From his general theory of value, Locke goes on to develop his theory of money. As with Pufendorf, his theory can be divided into the origin of money, the requirements and functions of money and what determines its value. Locke distinguishes two functions of money, as a 
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"counter" to measure value, and as a "pledge" to lay claim to goods. He believes silver and gold, as opposed to paper money, are the appropriate currency for international transactions. Silver and gold, he says, are treated to have equal value by all of humanity and can thus be treated as a pledge by anyone, while the value of paper money is only valid under the government, which issues it.  The quantity theory of money forms a special case of this general theory. His idea is based on “money answers all things” or “rent of money is always sufficient, or more than 
enough,” and “varies very little…” Regardless of whether the demand for money is unlimited or constant, Locke concludes that as far as money is concerned, the demand is exclusively regulated by its quantity. He also investigates the determinants of demand and supply. For supply, goods in general are considered valuable because they are scarce, and can be exchanged or consumed. For demand, goods are in demand because they yield a flow of income. Locke develops an early theory of capitalization, such as land, which has value because “by its 
constant production of saleable commodities it brings in a certain yearly income.” Demand for money is almost the same as demand for goods or land; it depends on whether money is wanted as medium of exchange or as loanable funds. As medium of exchange, “money is capable by 
exchange to procure us the necessaries or conveniences of life.” For loanable funds, “it comes 
to be of the same nature with land by yielding a certain yearly income … or interest.”  As with Pufendorf, Locke (1691:12) understood that changes in money supply had a direct influence on prices. However, he goes further and is not far from stating the quantity theory of money as it is formulated today: “This shows the necessity of some proportion of money to trade, but what proportion that is hard to determine, because it depends not barely on the quantity of money, but the quickness of its circulation.“  
A comparison of Locke’s writing on the theory of value and money, in his Some Considerations of the Consequences of Lowering Interest and Raising the Value of Money, with 
Pufendorf’s writings on this issue proves that he must have used his works, Locke does not plagiarize Pufendorf, but he builts directly on him. The notion that a change in money supply will lead to changes in prices he probably borrowed from Pufendorf. Another example is the idea that abundant money will lead to a fall in interest.  In his essay on money, Locke also brings up for discussion another problem; the deteriorating state of the British coin. He participated actively in calling in all debased coinage. 
Locke’s claim that the authorities should not debase money because it is against the law of nature comes clearly from Pufendorf. The only difference between the two is that Locke dwells on English conditions.  He believed that debased coinage should be recoined at full value i.e according to standard weight, and that the cost should fall upon the Exchequer. The recall and reissue finally 
took place in 1696. This recall was in accordance with Pufendorf’s strong view that debased coinage would be detrimental to domestic commerce.  Foundation of States  
Locke’s view on the foundation of states is found in chapter vii and viii of the Second Treatise on Government. Both chapters are written in the spirit of Pufendorf.  
“God having made Man such a Creature, that, in his own Judgment, it was not good for him to be alone, put him under strong Obligations of Necessity, Convenience, and Inclination to drive him into Society, as well as fitted him with Understanding and 
Language to continue and enjoy it.” TT.II.vii.77:336,  Locke first discusses what he calls prime societies that is marriages and extended families, and then asks what a political society is:  “Man being born, as has been proved, with a Title to perfect Freedom, and an uncontrouled enjoyment of allt the Rights and Priviledges of the Law of Nature, equally 
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with any other Man in the World, hath by Nature a Power, not only to preserve his Property, that is this Life, Liberty and Estate, against the Injuries and Attempts of other Men; but to judge of and punish the breaches of that Law in others, as he is persuaded the Offence deserves, even with Death itself, in Crimes where the heinousness of the 
Fact, in his Opinion requires it.”TT.II.vii.87:341-342.  Men therefore have to come together in a community or commonwealth. This commonwealth is a Political or Civil Society and it will then have the legislative and executive power to make decisions on behalf of all its members. Locke emphasised that the only way men, who from nature are all free, equal and independent, are willing to put on the bonds of Civil Society, is by agreeing with others to unite for their own safety and peaceful living among others. Then, when any number have consented to make a Government, “they are thereby presently incorporated, and make one Body Politik, wherein the Majority have a Right to act and conclude the rest.” An extensive discussion of the beginning of political societies follows. Locke concludes: “And thus much may suffice to shew, that as far as we have any light from History, we have reason to conclude, that all peaceful beginnings of Government have been laid in the Consent of the People”. TT.II.viii.95:348 
and TT.II.viii.112:361. The theory that the state exists only to guaranty security and legal protection was 
advocated by Pufendorf, and thereafter taken over by Locke. This view that Locke’s position on the theory of contracts was similar to Pufendorf’s is also held by Mark Waddicor (1970:87-88) in his book Montesquieu and the Philosophy of Natural Law. When man left the state of nature, he agreed with others to give up some of his natural rights “into the hands of the 
community”, which he then authorized “to make laws for him as the public good of the society shall require. The community or a majority of its members then decide on what form the government should take.” TT.II.vii.87-89 and TT.II.xv.171. Division of State Powers, Corruption and Taxation For Pufendorf and Locke, one form of government is more natural than any other form, and this form is decided on by the majority. However, they each had their preferences. Pufendorf, as Grotius before him, thought that absolute monarchy is usually the least unsatisfactory, but they were aware that each form, including monarchy, had certain disadvantages. VII.v.9 and 22. Like Pufendorf, Locke discusses in a chapter, Of the Forms of a Common-wealth, three forms of governments. When the majority have the whole power of the community, when they employ that power in making laws for the community, and when they execute these laws with officers that they have appointed, then this form of government is called perfect democracy. When the power of making laws is placed in the hands of a few selected men, and their heirs and successors, this form is called oligarchy. If this power is in the hands of one man it is called different forms of monarchy. It can be absolute or constitutional; it can be hereditary or elective. 
TT.II.x. However, from his discussion, it is clear that Locke finds that absolute monarchy is inconsistent with civil society and that he himself preferred moderate monarchies where legislative and executive functions are in different hands. TT.II.x.132:372-373 and TT.II.xiv.159:392-
93. The legislature is the key: ”This Legislative is not only the suprema power of the Common-wealth, but sacred and unalterable in the hands where the Community have once placed it; nor can any Edict of any Body else, in what Form soever conceived, or by what Power soever backed, have the force and obligation of Law, which has not its Sanction from the Legislative, 
which the public has chosen and appointed.” TT.II.xi.134:374. However, there are restrictions on the Legislature. First, it cannot act arbitrary over the lives and fortune of the people. Second, it cannot assume to itself a power to rule by extemporary arbitrary decrees. Third, it cannot take from any man any part of his property without his own consent. Fourth, it cannot transfer the power of making laws to any other hands. On Corruption 
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Locke as well as Pufendorf consider corruption an evil we have an obligation to resist. In chapter xix Of the dissolution of Government he argue that corruption is a violation of trust. Men enter into society for the preservation of their property. That is why they authorize a legislative to make laws and rules, set as guards and fences to the properties of all members of society. These laws and rules should also limit the power and moderate the dominion of every part and member of the society. If the legislators endeavour to take away the property of the people or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they put themselves into a state of war with the people. If the legislators transgress this fundamental rule of society; “and either 
by Ambition, Fear, Folly or Corruption,” it is a breach of trust and they forfeit the power the people has put in their hands. TT.II.xi.222:430.  What is said here concerning the legislative in general holds also true for the supreme Executor, who have a double trust put in him, both to have part in the legislative, and the supreme execution of the law. He acts against both when he sets up his own arbitrary will as the law of the society. He also acts contrary to the trust when he either “imploys the Force, Treasure, and Offices of the Society, to corrupt the Representatives, and gain them to his purposes: or openly pre ingages the Electors, and prescribes to their choice, such, whom he has by Sollicitations, Threats, Promises, or otherwise won to his designs; and imploys them to bring in such, who have promised before-hand, what 
to Vote, and what to Enact.” Ibid:431.  On Taxation Locke does not have a detail theory of taxation as Pufendorf did. However, he claims that governments cannot be supported without great charge. Everyone that enjoys his share of the protection should pay out of his wealth his proportion of the maintenance of this protection. This tax must be with each person’s consent, that is the consent of the majority of all or by majority of the representatives, they have chosen.126 Should any claim the power to “lay and 
levy” taxes on the people, by his own authority and without the consent of the people, he thereby 
“invades the Fundamental Law of Property, and subverts the end of Government.” 
TT.II.xi.140:380. It is also clear that the Government cannot raise taxes on the property of the people without the consent of the people, given by themselves or their deputies. His overriding interest in taxation was, like Pufendorf, to clamp down on arbitrary taxation and its iniquities.  Locke and the Diffusion of Pufendorf’s Natural Law Two scholars are central to the spread of natural law or moral philosophy as it was later called, the previously mentioned French philosopher and translator, Jean Beyberac, and John Locke. For some years, these two corresponded. They also had a tremendous respect for Pufendorf and considered him one of the greatest scholars of their times.  
It is clear from the earlier treatment that Locke used Pufendorf’s natural law work extensively in the development of his own theories of government and political economy. He had, towards the end of his life, become a highly venerated scholar, known across the British Isles, Continental Europe and North America. Locke became, according to Udo Thiel (1999:323) in his article on Locke in the Penguin Dictionary of Philosophy, one of the first and leading figures of the Enlightenment. His ideas had a substantial effect on both the development of the science of philosophy, psychology and educational theory, government and political economy. In addition, his work had an effect on the development of freedom, tolerance, democracy and governments accountable to their constituency. John Locke was an admirer of Pufendorf. He spoke highly of him, recommended his works to others, and used his natural law works in developing his own theories. Indirectly the spread of Locke’s thoughts therefore had tremendous effects on the diffusion of Pufendorf’s ideas.  
                                                          
126 The majority of the elected representatives meant the majority of those elected by the property owners. 
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Education on all levels and in most European countries in the 16th and 17th century was in glaring need of reform. During his exile in the Netherland 1683-89, Locke wrote, as mentioned, a number of letters to a friend giving him practical advice on the education of his son. These letters he adapted as Thought Concerning Education, an essay that could have been 
inspired by Pufendorf’s emphasis on education in his De Jure Naturae.  It was published four years after his return to England in 1693 as An Essay Concerning Education. Further enlarged editions were published later in his lifetime as an Essay on Education. It had a remarkable influence on education in many European countries, and in particular on university education in Scotland.127 It became a very popular reading among educators and politician concerned with the improvement of education.  Clapp (1967:500) wrote that his educational proposals were pragmatic, and based on considerable psychological insight into the motives needs and passions of parents and children. 
He claims that Locke’s letters were written in response to “so many, who profess themselves at 
loss how to breed their children”, and that they furthermore displayed “clearly the liberal bent 
of his mind as well as his love of freedom, tolerance, and truth”. He could also have added 
concepts that he could have found in Pufendorf’s lengthy discussion of education and learning. Pufendorf strongly emphasized the duties that lie in the cultivation of the mind, and the duties of those who have laid upon them the education of others. II.iv:231. Furthermore, Pufendorf discusses in some length useful learning and “the evils of pedantic learning”. Addled pedagogues are not to be laid at the door of letters. Ibid. 251. However, with his writings in general and his essay on education in particular Locke had a tremendous influence on educational thought and practise in many European countries.  His writings often led to reforms in education on all levels from elementary schools to universities.  Locke also developed, as mentioned in the previous chapter proposals for what authors, and which books should be recommended reading for the education of a gentleman. Here he points directly to Pufendorf, as an author whom he found to be extremely important and his natural law books De Officio and De Jure Naturae.  
There can be no doubt that Locke’s recommendation of Pufendorf’s natural law works contributed to the use and diffusion of both De Officio and De Jure Naturae across Europe and North America. In recommending Pufendorf, Vere Chappel (1994:229) in an article in The Cambrdge Companion to Locke, claimed that Locke was linking himself to a type of natural law thought that only had begun to develop in England, as a consequence of the influence of the works of Grotius.  
                                                          
127 All Locke’s writings on education have been collected and edited by James Axtell (1968). 
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Chapter 14. The Early French Philosophers and Pufendorf  The First French Followers of Pufendorf Terence Hutchison (1988:100) claims that it was Pierre de Boisguilbert (1646-1714) in France, and soon after the Dutchman Bernard Mandeville (1670-1733), in his adopted country England, that made crucial advance in the science of political economy. However, these great writers were both importantly indebted, directly and indirectly, to a common source: two French scholars, the Augustinian theologian and moral essayist Pierre Nicole (1625-95) and, to a lesser extent, the legal philosopher Jean Domat (1625-96). Hutchison does not mention that these two writers in all probability had been acquainted with the work of the natural law philosophers in general and that they, based on their own reading, must have acquired a thorough knowledge 
of Pufendorf’s natural law works. It is therefore reasonable to assume that they also used his natural law works in expounding their own ideas. Pierre Nicole was born in Chartres. He studied at University of Sorbonne in Paris from 1642, became Master of Arts in 1644, followed courses in theology from 1645, and became Bachelor of Theology in 1649. He studied and taught at Port-Royal Abbey in Paris, the centre of Jansenism.128 Here he also worked together with another philosopher and theologian, Antoine Arnauld (1612-94).  Among philosophers, Nicole is considered a distinguished moralist writer and a vigorous controversialist.129 He wrote many books and essays, among them Essais de Moralis (Essays on ethics), which was published from 1671. In his first essays there are no references other than to the Bible. These essays became too controversial for the authorities, and in the beginning of 1679 they were stopped, and Nicole had to escape to Belgium. However, he managed to become reconciled with the authorities and returned to Paris in 1683.  In his essays, he offered an enlightened defence of self-interest. Likewise, Hutchison (1988:101) contends that Nicole in his view of human nature agreed with Hobbes, seeing man as basically selfish, greedy and aggressive. However, through an enlightened ordering of society, ordinary men, who primarily pursued their own interest, could ”nevertheless be brought to cooperate in achieving a peaceful, orderly and prosperous existence, based on 
commercial mutuality in serving and exchanging with one another.” Nicole found that the answer to the problem of reconciling the aggressively selfish nature of individuals with their 
economic interdependence in meeting one another’s needs and wants required a taming of self-interest so it became relatively enlightened. Furthermore, he maintained that it was a divine law that one should do unto others what one would have done onto oneself. All these ideas he could 
have found in Pufendorf’s Elementorum jurisprudentiae universalis, which was available to him when he started to write his essays.130  
However, Nicole’s views could also, according to Hont (2005:47) in his book Jealousy of Trade, have emerged, not from natural jurisprudence but from Augustinian political theory in France. Finally, it should be noted that Hutchison (1988:101-102) claims that Nicole 
anticipated Smith’s famous observation about “the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or 
the baker”. 
                                                          
128 The theological principles of Cornelis Jansen (1585-1638), Bishop of Ypres (Cornelius Jansenius Yprensis),        from whom Jansenism derives its origin and name. It was a puritanical revival  within the Catholic church       and it emphasized predestination, denied free will, and maintained that human nature was incapable of good.       They were condemned as heretics by the Church. Port Royal Abbey was the main centre of Jansenism in        France. It stood as a symbol of the resistance to the royal power of Louis XIV. 
129 Recommended reading on Pierre Nicole and his influence: Edward Donald James (1981), Jill Vance       Buroker [Ed.] (1996) and Istvan Hont (2005).  130 EJU II.O.iii and iv. 
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Nicole was a widely read author. His Essais appeared in an English translation and Henry W. Spiegel (1983:226) in his Growth of Economic Thought claims that Locke himself tried to translate a few of them.  Jean Domat was born at Clermont in Auvergne, He studied first the humanities in Paris and then law at the University of Bourges. After his promotion in 1645, he practiced law in Clermont and was appointed a crown prosecutor there in 1655. He held the prosecutor position until he retired in 1683. Domat is principally known for his elaborate three volume legal digest, the Lois civiles dans leur ordre naturel (Civil laws in their natural order) from 1689-94. A fourth and fifth volume, Le Droit public (Public law) was published posthumously in 1697. A second edition with all the five volumes was published in 1702. It is a restatement of Roman law considered as a system derived from ethical theory and natural law. In these works, Domat endeavored to base all law upon ethical principles. These volumes are considered the most important works on the science of law that France has produced, and more than 60 editions have been published. They were translated into English in 1722. 
In Domat’s law works there are a large number of references to French and Roman law and the Bible. There are no references to any of the natural law philosophers, Grotius, Hobbes 
or Pufendorf. However, there can be no doubt that Domat had Pufendorf’s De jure naturae at hand when he wrote and structured his legal works. The allusions to this work are strong. This is also confirmed by André-Jean Arnaud (1969:144), who, in his Doctrinal origins of the French Civil Code explains that a synthesis of Domat’s work is even closer to the work of “the natural law from across the Rhine”. If we are not only looking at the Lois civiles, but consider all his works: “They form, indeed a complete system which by its structure calls for certain 
parallels with for example Pufendorf.”  Hutchison (1988:102-103) contends that Domat was sympathetic to the Jansenists. Domat expressed in the introduction to his vast legal treatise similar views on human behaviour as Nicole. It was his analysis of “the mutuality of a commercial society, based on a realistic, if pessimistic, view of human nature, which laid the foundation of the case for commercial freedom and economic liberalism, developed by Boisguilbert and Mandeville, and elaborated 
later in Scotland and France.”  
In his book, Hutchison does not investigate Nicole’s and Domat’s sources. The fact that 
it is unlikely that they were ignorant of Pufendorf’s writing on natural law in general and his theory of human behaviour in particular has not been addressed.  The Magistrate from Normandy Pierre Le Pesant de Boisguilbert was born in Rouen, in Northern France.131 He received his classical education in a Jesuit college there. Later he was taught in Paris at the Petites écoles de Port-Royal, the centre of Jansenism. He completed his education after three years at École de droit (School of Law), obtaining the title of Avocat. With all his years of study, it would seem implausible that he was not acquainted with the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular.   After completing his law studies Boisguilbert became a magistrate in his home city of Rouen. Thereafter he entered the magistracy and became a judge in a small town near Le Havre. 
In 1690, he became president of the ‘bailliage’ of Rouen, a post which he retained almost until his death. 
                                                          
131 A study of Boisguilbert, his ideas and his writings can be found in Jaqueline Hecht (1966).   
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He was disgusted by the economic situation in France and wrote numerous letters and memoranda to officials attacking present policies and advocating reforms. This also brought him into trouble with the authorities. and, in 1715, he was exiled from Rouen for six months.  In 1695 Boisguilbert published his major work, Le détail de la France; la cause de la diminution de ses biens et la facilité du remède (A detailed account of France; the reason for the reduction of its goods and the easiness of the cure). Hutchison (1988:107) contends that the subtitle in some editions was La France ruinée sous la règne Louis XIV (France ruined under Louis the 14th). In this work he outlined the deplorable conditions for all classes of Frenchmen. These conditions had been created by the disasterous policies of the different governments. These policies had in particular detrimental effects on agricultural production.132 The major remedies Boisguilbert claims were a reform of the tax system, making it more equal, abolishing most of the internal customs, which strangled domestic commerce, and liberalizing foreign trade. These measures would increase consumption of the poor people, raise production and thereby the general wealth of the country. His Factum de la France (The factum of France) was published in 1705, the Traité des grains (The treaty of the grains) in 1796 and finally the Dissertation sur la nature des richesses, 
de l’argents et des tributs (A dissertation on the nature of wealth, money, and taxes), was published in 1707.  Hazel van Dyke Roberts (1935:186-187) in her dissertation Boisguilbert: Economist of the reign of Louis XIV from 1935, outlines Boisbuilbert’s system. It was a system based upon what may be termed socialized-individualism. Individuals must voluntarily submit to the group.  
“The foundation of his social philosophy is that the interest of the individual must give way to the general interest when the two come into conflict. This subordination of self-interest to the general interest would be utilized to produce economic equilibrium. In essence, his idea was that, although man is dominated by self-interest, in his ignorance of the fundamentals of economic principles he does not comprehend wherein his true interest lies. He thinks it is in the economic destruction of others, whereas in reality it lies in saving of others from this annihilation. He must consider the interest to others in preserving his own welfare. Not only is this necessary, but he must not concentrate too greatly on the pursuit of wealth for himself alone, or attempt to monopolize it by the destruction of others, for this will only end in his own downfall. Boisguilbert thus demanded the development of a new philosophy of economic relationships. Recognition of economic solidarity must take the place of the existing ideal of sauve qui peut (every man for himself).”  Furthermore, Roberts contends that one of Boisguilbert contributions was that he saw domestic commerce as an exchange of surpluses of different areas. He also recognized that exchange could be profitable both to the buyers and sellers. “Indeed he declared that it must be profitable 
to both if commerce is to continue.” Ibid:259  
Roberts argues that Adam Smith had read and built directly on Boisguilbert’s theories when he wrote The Theory of Moral Sentiments and The Wealth of Nations. At first glance, it looks like they are only in superficial agreement with regard to self-interest: “that the former considered it as the foundation of an economic and social philosophy, whereas in the theory of the latter it appeared to constitute little more than a human attribute underlying the desire for gain.” Ibid:315. Nevertheless, she contends that a closer inspection shows that Smith had in mind 
                                                          
132 Economic historians generally agree that the second half of the seventeenth century was a period of economic      decline for France. The plight of France was partly due to the costly wars and extravagances of the degenerate      courts of Louis XIV, but also because of the mercantilist policies that were pursued. The prohibition of grain      export had detrimental effects on agricultural production and income. A system of oppressive taxation, which      was arbitrarily assessed and administered, and which exempted the aristocracy and the clergy, became an      almost intolerable burden for the poor.   
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the doctrine of modified self-interest utilized by Boisguilbert. Roberts complains that no one 
that had investigated Adam Smith’s originality and his sources had looked at the writings of 
Boisguilbert. This is true, but as will be discussed in a later chapter, Smith’s investigators have rarely any references to Pufendorf either. Moreover, what is important in this context is that Boisguilbert himself was not in favour of revealing his sources. He has for example no references to any authors at all in his dissertation from 1707.133   In his Détail, Boisguilbert drew a picture of the general ruin of all classes of Frenchmen caused by the bad economic regime. Hutchison (1988:108-113) asserts that Boisguilbert started from the idea of interdependence of men in an exchange economy. “Man cannot survive alone but must engage in exchange, and by mutual help provide reciprocal utility.” He emphasizes how individuals, who were moved by their own interests, contributed to the general good of society. From this starting point, he developed his theories. He wrote about money as a medium to facilitate exchange of goods. He claimed that it was necessary to have a complete reshaping of the tax system based on principles very similar to those proposed by Pufendorf. Moreover, Hutchison (1988:114-115) claims that “Quesnay and the physiocrats were explicitly and considerably indebted to Boisguilbert” and that he could, to an important extent, be seen as “a precursor of both Adam Smith and Keynes – though, of course differing from these in significant 
respects.” Gilbert Faccarello (1999) in his The Foundation of ‘Laissez-Faire’: The Economics of Pierre Boisguilbert, makes a survey the studies of Boisgulbert’s work, from Roberts 1935 
dissertation. He shows that the concept of ‘laissez- faire’ can be found in Le détail de la France. Although it is clear that the students at École de Droit must have known Pufendorf and his natural law writings, he is not mentioned by Hutchison or Roberts as a source for Boisguilbert. Boisguilbert (1851[1707]), in his Dissertation sur la nature, has no references to any authors at all. However, the similarity between Boisguilbert’s writings on human 
behaviour, value, money and taxation, and Pufendorf’s accounts of these themes are striking.  
Barbeyrac, Pufendorf’s French Translator Jean Barbeyrac (1674-1744) was born in Béziers, Languedoc in Southern France. As explained in a previous chapter, his family being Huguenots had to move to Switzerland to escape religious persecution after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685. In 1688, Barbeyrac entered the College in Lausanne, where he studied Hebrew, Greek, philosophy, and theology. There he also attended some private lectures on the natural law of Pufendorf. After spending some time at Geneva and Frankfurt am Main, he became professor of belles-lettres in the French Gymnasium of Berlin.134 Here, as mentioned earlier, he translated into French, Pufendorf’s main natural law work De jure naturae and his student edition De officio. In 1711, Barbeyrac was called to the University of Lausanne, where he became the first holder of the newly created 
‘Chaire de Droit et d’Histoire’ (Chair of history and civil law). Finally, in 1717 he received his doctorate and moved to the University of Groningen, where he settled as professor of public and civil law. At both Lausanne and Groningen, he also taught natural law and introduced 
Pufendorf’s work to a large audience. It should also be repeated here that Barbeyrac as early as 1702 had begun a correspondence with John Locke. They both influenced each other. Barbeyrac became the preeminent eighteenth-century translator, from Latin into French, of the most important natural law works of the seventeenth century. Among these works were 
Hugo Grotius’ De jure belli ac pacis (Le droit de la Guerre et de la paix) from 1724 and Richard 
Cumberland’s De legibus naturae disquisition philosophica (Traité philosophique des lois naturelles) from 1744. 
                                                          
133 Boisguilbert (1851[1707]). 
134 Fiammetta Palladini (2011).  
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All his translations were accompanied by extensive prefaces, annotations and comments in footnotes, where he expressed his own thoughts on natural law. These writings were always motivated by his desire to guarantee human liberty against arbitrary rule. He works out with great skill the theory of moral obligation, referring to it as the command or will of God. Likewise, he indicates the distinction, later developed more fully by Christian Thomasius (1655-1728) and Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), between the legal and the moral qualities of action. The principles of international law he reduces to those of the law of nature, and in so doing opposes many of the positions taken up by Grotius. Furthermore, he rejects the notion that sovereignty in any way resembles property, and makes even marriage a matter of civil contract.  In his own book, Traité de jeu (Treatise of games), from 1709, he builds on Pufendorf De Jure Naturae (Bk.ix:766-770) in his chapter On contracts subject to chance, and argued that games involving skill and chance were not prohibited, either by Christian morality or natural 
law. According to Daniel Brühlmeier (1995:60), it is “an elegant treatise, showing remarkable qualities for a writer who is sometimes regarded as a footnote-warrior”. 135 Finally, in his book Traité de la morale des perès de l’Eglise (Treatise on the moral teaching of the Church Fathers) from 1728, Barbeyrac counters what he saw as the dubious moral teachings of the Church Fathers. This caused quite a stir, particularly in the Catholic countries. David Saunders (2003) contends that Barbeyrac was a philosopher in his own right, who actively took part in the European debate, and that he was something quite other than a neutral mediator of Pufendorf, as many writers had asserted. He was considered an advocate of the “dignitas et utilitas juris ac historiarum et utriusque amica conjunctio (the dignity and utility of law and history, and both [law and history] lovingly united)”. His natural law writings were motivated by his desire to guarantee human liberty against arbitrary rule and he denounced a clergy prejudiced in favor of political and spiritual tyranny.  Here it should also be mentioned that Barbeyrac defended Pufendorf against some violent attacks from Gottfried Leibnitz. There can be no doubt that he, because of his translations, his commentaries and his own writing, also became a well-known European scholar. In fundamental principles and particular in the issues of political economy, Barbeyrac follows almost entirely Pufendorf, but there can also be found a few examples where he deviates 
from him. In the case of Pufendorf’s remarks on the priceless character of certain goods and sevices, Barbeyrac rectifies him by saying there is nothing for which a price cannot be found. Peter Korkman (2006) in his footnotes to Jean-Jacques Barlemaqui’s The Principles of Natural and Politic Law gives many examples where there are disagreements between the three: Pufendorf, Barlemaqui and Barbeyrac.  Montesquieu a Great Philosopher of the Enlightenment  Charles-Louis de Secondat, baron of La Brède (near Bordeaux) and later of Montesquieu (1689-1755) got his first education at home. Thereafter, he was educated at the famous Oratorian College de Juilly near Paris and finally at the Faculty of Law at University of Bordeaux. After graduation in 1708, he went to Paris for a few years in order to gain legal experience. He returned to Bordeaux and became counsellor at the Parliament of Bordeaux in 1714, and in 1716, he inherited from his uncle the office of president a mortier at the Parliament. The same year, he was admitted to the Academy of Bordeaux and he became its directeur in 1717. From 1728 to 1731, he travelled in Europe, visiting many countries among them Austria and Hungary. He stayed one year in Italy and one and a half years in England. There he met many important 
                                                          
135 Barbeyrac’s starting point is probably DJNG BookV, Chapter IX, On contracts subject to chance.  
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men and interested himself in political and constitutional questions. Returning to France, he divided his time between Bordeaux and Paris. In 1721, Montesquieu published Lettres persanes (Persian letters), a satire that sharply criticized the absurdities of contemporary France. It made him famous, but he also received hostility from conservative quarters. An English translation by John Ozell (    -1743) appeared in London in 1722. 
Anne M. Cohler (1989:xvi) in her Introduction to Montesquieu’s The Spirits of the Law asserts that he, as a member of the Academy, wrote and presented papers primarily on scientific observations. However, he also offered a number of papers on social practices in other countries and times, and on duties according to natural law. In 1725, he read notes from a work in progress to the Academy. The work to be called Traité des devoirs (On compulsion), was aborted and not published by Montesquieu.  What became his most influential work De l’Esprit des Lois (The Spirit of the Laws) was first published, anonymously because of censorship, in Geneva in 1748. A revised and corrected edition was published in Amsterdam in 1749. Hutchison (1988:221 claims that 
Montesquieu took the title from a chapter in Jean Domat’s Traité des Lois.The work on the book had taken almost 20 years. By De l’Esprit des Lois, Montesquieu meant, according to Maurice Cranston (1967:370), “the raison d’etre for laws, or the rational basis for their 
existence”. It is therefore a study of the laws of different countries in the light of their constitution, history, and geographical position. In France, it was met with an unfriendly reception from both supporters and opponents of the regime. His opponents accused him of putting forward a deterministic philosophy that undermined religion and natural law. The work was violently attacked by representatives of the Catholic Church. However, it received the highest praise from the rest of Europe, especially Britain. However, the book was an unqualified success and it sold 22 editions in less than two years. In 1752, Thomas Nugent (1700-1777) published the first English translation. In 1751, the Catholic Church banned the Esprit des Lois, and many of Montesquieu’s 
other works. Along with these banned works was also Pufendorf’s De Officio and a work by Abbé de Chauvelin (1714-70). These books were all included in the Index of Prohibited Books. This happened in spite of Montesquieu efforts to defend himself and to turn back the accusations against him. The result of his efforts was his La défense de ‘L’Esprit de Lois’, which he published in 1752.  Montesquieu was for many years troubled by poor eyesight and in his last years he was completely blind. He died from a high fever in 1755 and is buried in the Église Saint-Sulpice in Paris.  Montesquieu Stands Indebted to Pufendorf 
The pursuit for sources of Montesquieu’s thoughts and writings, according to Anne M. Cohler (1989:xx) writing in the English edition of The Spirit of the Laws, is handicapped by an excess of evidence. “He seems to have read everything.” In the Esprit des lois, he cites some 300 works and makes over 3000 references. However, hardly any references can be found to the natural law philosophers. There is no reference to Grotius, only one to Hobbes, and only a few to Pufendorf. His references to Pufendorf are only to his historical works.136However, this does not mean that Montesquieu was not familiar with or didn’t use the works of the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular.  In Montesquieu, A Critical Bibliography, Robert Shackleton (1961:72), tells us how Montesquieu used Pufendorf when he delivered a paper called Traité des devoirs (On duties) 
                                                          
136 Histoire de Suède. Chatelain, Amsterdam 1748 and  Introducion  à l’histoire générale et politique de      l’univers. Chatelaine,  Amsterdam 1743. 
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to the Academy in 1725. “For a model Montesquieu seems to have had recourse to the short treatise De officio hominis of the German Pufendorf, a work which he possessed in the French 
translation of Barbeyrac.” The copy of this book in the library at La Bréde has several annotations by Montesquieu. “To find him already in 1725 reading, studying and using 
Pufendorf is of capital importance.” Ibid.In Shackleton’s book, there are several references to Pufendorf and other natural law philosphers. In his Montesquieu and the philosophy of natural law, Mark Waddicor (1970, x), claims that “the time has surely come for a less prejudiced and more detailed study than hitherto has 
been attempted on Montesquieu’s debt to the philosophy of natural law”. This is necessary if 
Montesquieu’s contribution to the history of ideas is to be properly assessed. He then attempts to carry out such a study. His study also includes a survey of many Montesquieu bibliographies. Of the natural law writers, most references are to Pufendorf, Grotius and Locke. Furthermore, 
Waddicor claims that although there is no proof of Montesquieu’s acquaintance with the works of Pufendorf before he made some readings to the Academy in 1725, “it is at least possible that the young Montesquieu may have been tempted to open the works of these modern theorists of 
natural law”. Ibid:15.  In the Introduction to a new edition of Défense del’Esprit des Lois, Robert Derathé (1973:425) claims that Montesquieu often refers to the thoughts of Pufendorf when speaking about natural law. This is particularly the case in his Défense when he follows Pufendorf’s formulation of “man fallen from heavens totally abandoned to himself”.  Alan Baum (1979:27), in his Montesquieu and Social Theory, discussed the importance 
of Montesquieu’s early work Traité des devoirs (On duties) and contends that “It was his first 
wholly serious book, building on the concepts of natural Law of the German Pufendorf.” In her Montesquieu and the Parliament of Bordeaux, Rebecca Kingston (1996:134) claimed that this work was; “a development of the classical reflection of Cicero and of the modern scholarship 
of Pufendorf on the theme of duty.” 
It should also be mentioned that Montesquieu’s library housed over 3000 volumes including 349 important works on Jurisprudence and many treatises by Grotius, Hobbes, and Pufendorf. Ibid.15. These works were either inherited or acquired before 1732.137 He also writes 
that the form of Montesquieu’s De Esprit des Lois “bears a strong resemblance to that of the treatises of Grotius and Pufendorf: his book divisions correspond to their book or chapter divisions, and his multitudinous and oft-criticised chapter divisions, to their paragraph divisions. The most obvious difference is that his chapter headings are sometimes more witty, 
but less informative than theirs.” Ibid:23.  To support this view, he refers to Cecil Courtney (1968:30-44): “It is futile to try to 
disguise, as the positivists and their followers do, Montesquieu’s debt to the philosophers of 
natural law for his general conception of social and political science”. However, he adds that it is equally futile to disguise the fact that he surpassed them. Furthermore, Mark Waddicor (1970:35) emphasizes that Montesquieu, in one of his notebooks, Pensées, writes in eulogistic terms of his predecessors: “I give thanks to Messr. Grotius and Pufendorf, who have achieved what a great part of that book requested from me, 
with a loftiness of genius that I could not have reached myself”.138 Likewise, Waddicor asserts that this tribute seems to have been intended for the Preface to The Esprit des Lois, but even if this was not the case, it clearly expresses that he owed much to them.   When Montesquieu gave these thanks, Waddicor contends that he; “was not trying to flatter anyone, but was expressing his sincere thanks to the fact that they had prepared the way for his inquiry. ------- But it was above all the more sophisticated empiricism of Pufendorf – with his unmoralistic approach to many controversial problems, and his acceptance of the fact 
                                                          
137 See also Waddicor (1970) footnote 65 and 66. 138 Translation into English our responsibility. 
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that civil law can, indeed must, vary from country to country – which seems to foreshadow 
Montesquieu’s aim in the Esprit des Lois.”Ibid:195.  Montesquieu On Political Economy  Montesquieu touches on political economy in almost all of his writings. The focus here will be on his exposition in his main work De l’Esprit des Lois (The Spirit of the Laws) from1748. Human Behaviour In the Preface Montesquieu (1989[1748]:xliii) declared: “I began by examining men, and I believed that, amidst the infinite diversity of laws and mores, they were not lead by their fancies 
alone.” In the first chapter, On laws in their relation with the various beings, he claims that prior to all laws are the laws of nature, and they are derived “uniquely from the constitution of 
our being”. Ibid:6-7. The first idea of man in the state of nature is to think of the preservation of his being that is of his self-interest. Montesquieu, like Pufendorf, rejects Hobbes’ idea that man’s first desire is to subjugate one another, and that men live in a state of war. On the contrary, man would, because of his weakness and his feeling of inferiority, seek peace with his fellow men. Furthermore, Montesquieu contends that weakness and mutual fear would persuade them to approach one another. They will also be inclined to peace by the pleasure of being together. The charm of sexes would add to this pleasure. By being together, they also succeed in gaining knowledge, and this gives them another motive for uniting and a desire to live in society. The 
allusions to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability are strong.  It is clear, as also Waddicor (1970:66) has pointed out, that Montesquieu (1989[1748]:6) like Pufendorf and Locke did not believe in the existence of innate ideas. “A man in the state 
of nature would have the faculty of knowing rather than knowledge.”  Property and The Four-Stages Theory In a chapter entitled: That things depend on principles of civil right must not be ruled by principles of political right Montesquieu (1989[1748]:26.15) contends that the political laws provided liberty for people and the civil or private laws sanctioned property. Furthermore, he stresses that we must not apply the principle of one to the other. Private property, according to Montesquieu, is a natural right not derived from the state, but on the contrary one that the state must protect. Political law must in no way retrench on private property, because no public good is greater than the maintenance of private property. If it is necessary to build “some public 
edifice” on private land, compensation must be paid to the owner.  Montesquieu, unlike Pufendorf, has no rudimentary theory of how private property was progressively introduced as men under pressure of growing population and depleted resources moved from one stage of development to another. However, he compares the relationship of laws to the ways various people procure their subsistence. “There must be a more extensive code of laws to people attached to commerce and the sea than for a people satisfied to cultivate their lands. There must be a greater one for the latter than for people that live by their herds. 
There must be a greater one for these last than for people who live by hunting.” (1989[1748]:18.8:289). There is no further discussion of these stages, but he discusses in the next chapters the relationship of population to the way of procuring subsistence. From this it is hard to understand, how some authors, for example Ronald Meek (1971:33), Alix Cohen (2014:763) and Margaret Schabas (2014:739), can claim that Montesquieu was one of the first to anticipate that changes in the condition of mankind took 
place in different stages. It looks more like he is just summarizing Pufendorf’s rudimentary four stages theory. Value, Money and Trade Montesquieu does not develop a theory of value, but he outlines a theory of money and trade in Book 18. “The cultivation of the land requires the use of money. Cultivation assumes many arts 
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and much knowledge , and one always sees arts, knowledge, and needs keeping pace together. 
All this leads to the establishment of a sign of value.” 1989[1748]:18.15:292. When money is introduced, one is forced to have good civil laws.  
Montesquieu uses Pufendorf’s ideas and argues in the same manner as him. People, who have little in the way of commodities of commerce, trade by exchange. However, when they deal in a large number of commodities, there must necessarily be money. Ibid:398. Money is a sign representing the value of all commodities. Some metal is chosen, so that the sign will be durable, will be little worn by use, and can be divided many times without being destroyed. Ibid:399. Also, following Pufendorf, he warns against debasement of money when part of the metal is withdrawn from each piece of money. He maintained that “in order to remove the 
source of abuses in every country, where one wants commerce to flourish,” there should be a law that orders one to use real money and to perform no operations that debase the value of their money. Ibid:401. However, Montesquieu also develops his own ideas. He gives, for example, a rather extensive description of how an Exchange determines the value of money in various countries and what influences these values. In this context, he gives a description of the system, instituted by John Law that led to a chaotic economic collapse in France. Ibid:405-412. He emphasizes that the establishment of commerce requires the establishment of an Exchange. Moreover, he discusses the aid the state can draw from banks; he discusses public debt and the payment of such debt. 
Montesquieu (1989[1748]:420) supports Pufendorf’s view that interest should be permitted. On interest, he argued that: “To lend one’s silver without interest is a very good act, but one senses that this can be only a religious counsel and not a civil law.” The interest should be small. If the interest is too high, a trader, who sees that it would cost him more in interest than he could gain in his commerce, will not trade at all. If the interest is zero, no one lends money and there will be no trade. Furthermore, he contends that when the risk is great, the rate of interest could legitimately be increased. It is hard not to see the allusions to Pufendorf. It should be emphasized that Montesquieu has an extensive discussion of the nature and distinction of commerce. Ibid:20. In addition there is a lengthy argument on what influence commerce has had on many countries of the world: Ibid:21. It is his general view that the development of commerce was the most effective safeguard against arbitrary and despotic government, and it would lead to peace. Foundation of States and Council Decisions  Montesquieu claims that the desire to live in society is one of the natural laws. As soon as men enter into a state of society, they lose their feeling of weakness, the equality that existed among them ceases, and a state of war begins between people and between nations. These two states of war bring about the establishment of laws, respectively, laws of nations and civil law. Since the number of inhabitants on the earth is large, men have laws bearing on the relations they 
have with another. This is the law of nations. The allusion to Pufendorf’s first pact of association is striking. Living in a society they must also have laws concerning the relation between those who govern and those who are governed, that is the political law. It seems to correspond with 
Pufendorf’s pact of subjection. Finally, they have laws concerning the relations citizen have with each other, that is the civil law. Ibid:7. The laws men experience in a state of nature will be the laws of nature. In the state of nature, each human feels himself both weak and inferior, and such men will not seek to attack each another. Peace is therefore the first natural law. The second is the inspiration to seek nourishment. The marks of mutual fear would persuade people to approach each other and feel the pleasure of being together. This is therefore the third natural law. The desire to live in society is the fourth natural law. Ibid:6-7. 
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All nations have a right of a nation, claims Montesquieu. In addition, there is a political law for each one. ”A society could not continue to exist without a government.” To strengthen the expression, he quotes the Italian man of letters and jurist Giovanni Vincenzo Gravina (1664-1718) “The union of all individual strengths forms what is called the political state”. Ibid:8. Like Pufendorf, he contends that the strength of the whole society may be put in the hands of one, or in the hands of many. However, individual strengths cannot be united unless all wills are united. Again, he quotes Grevina: “The union of these wills, is what is called the civil 
states.” Ibid:10. Montesquieu does not discuss the problems of council decisions and voting procedures. Division of State Powers and Principles Of Taxation Montesquieu wrote that the main purpose of government is to maintain law and order, political liberty, and the property of the individual. As Pufendorf, he discusses (1989[1748]:2-4) three categories of government; democracy, aristocracy and monarchy. He discusses the laws in relation to each of those types and the principles of them. Mark Waddicor (1970:106-107) claims Montesquieu, in his discussions on forms of government, contends that “the majority of 
evidence indicates that he believed in the superiority of monarchy”. However, it was not an absolute monarchy such as Pufendorf favoured; his was more a monarchy where the monarch had to share his power. Montesquieu thought monarchy “to be more practical than democracy” and that it most likely would produce political freedom. For Montesquieu this fact gave it a most important advantage over other regimes. He held two monarchies, the English and the 
“Gothic” in special favour, because of the amount of freedom they ensured their subjects. He believed that in the case of the English Constitution, freedom was more or less protected by the 
limitations imposed on the monarch’s power by the privileges of the nobility and of Parliament. Nevertheless, he denied that it is necessarily suitable in other countries. Ibid:106-107.139  Montesquieu (1989[1748]:156-166) discusses, in the spirit of Pufendorf, the legislative power, the executive power and the judicial power.140 However, he writes that the best form of government is one in which the three powers are separate and keeps each other in check to prevent any branch from becoming too powerful. If these powers are held in one hand as in an absolute monarchy it would lead to despotism. Montesquieu’s view is taken over by Francis 
Hutcheson’s view in his A Short Introduction to Moral Philosphy from 1747. 
In the matter of political liberty, Waddicor (1970:135), Montesquieu’s superiority over his predecessors is clear. Although they refer to a contract as a means of guaranteeing liberty, he goes further and describs the separation of powers as a more practical safeguard, and this is not found in the works of Grotius or Pufendorf, although it is found in somewhat similar terms in Locke. Ibid:135. As Pufendorf, Montesquieu (1989[1748]:8) warns against corruption in democracies, aristocracies, and monarchies. He brings forward many examples. Greek and Roman sources he illustrates by referring to many countries. Furthermore, he returns again and again to the problem of public virtue and he was understandably equally focused on its opposite which he called corruption. In his discussion of revenue and taxation, Montesquieu brings up the same themes as Pufendorf. Whatever government is chosen for a society; revenue is necessary for the government to be able to carry out the duties of the state. “The revenue of the state is that portion each citizen gives of his goods in order to have the security or the comfortable 
enjoyment of the rest”. (1989[1748]:213). To determine the revenues both the necessities of the 
                                                          
139 See also The Spirit of the Laws. 3.1-10. 140 Thomas Hueglin (2008:141) in his Classical Debates of the 21st Century, contends that “Montesquieu       expanded Lock’s separation of legislative and executive power by adding the judiciary as an important third       power in its own right, which had to be separate by all means.” Hueglin has no references to Pufendorf. 
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state and the necessities of its citizens have to be considered. To collect its revenue, the state has to levy taxes on its citizens. Montesquieu discusses different forms of taxes in different countries and under different 
governments. In a state, where all individuals are citizens “and each one there possesses by his 
domain that which the prince possesses by his empire”, taxes can be of three categories: they can be placed on people, or on land, or on commodities, or on all of these. Ibid:215. A tax on people can be such that they have to give up part of their income to the state. The income can be in money as well as in produce.  In the assessment of lands, registers are made for the various classes of land, but it will be very difficult to recognize these differences. Duties on commodities are least felt by the people. This is particularly the case when the seller collects the tax. He will know that he is not paying it himself and the buyer, who ultimately pays it, confounds it with the price. Montesquieu concludes: “An impost [tax] by head is more natural to servitude; the tax on commodities; more natural to liberty because it relate less directly to 
the person.” Ibid:222. A tax on people will be an unjust tax if it is levied in strict proportion to income, Montesquiu claimed. Contrary to Pufendorf, Montesquieu supported a progressive income tax. He refers to Athens, where the citizens were divided into four classes. The tax on an income of 500 was one talent, on 300 it was half a talent, and on 200 one sixth of a talent. Those of the fourth class paid nothing. It was therefore not a proportion of income system, but a progressive proportion of needs. Ibid:216.  However, like Pufendorf, he claims that taxes should be clearly established and be so easy to collect that they could not be changed by the tax collectors. Tax collectors did not belong to the most popular profession among citizens of different countries. Montesquieu ends his treatment of taxation, in the spirit of Pufendorf, with a warning about tax collectors. “All is lost when the lucrative profession of tax-collectors, by its wealth comes to be an honoured 
profession.” He points to the many wrong doings made by people in this profession and concludes: “Respect and esteems are for those ministers and those magistrates who, finding 
only work upon work, watch day and night over the happiness of the empire.” Ibid:227. 
Hutchison (1988:224) claims that Montesquieu’s views on taxation have much in common with the four maxims subsequently enunciated by Adam Smith. It is surprising that he does not see the link between Pufendorf and Montesquieu and furthermore between Pufendorf and Smith.  
Montesquieu’s Followers 
The conclusion in Waddcor’s analysis is clear: when Montesquieu studies human customs and laws he draws extensively on the tradition of natural law. In the Esprit des lois, where he attempts to reconcile the eternal law with human diversity, his greatest debt is to Grotius and Pufendorf. 
Montesquieu’s De Esprit des Lois sees numerous editions and is translated to many languages. It had an enormous influence on the work of his descendants, among them the Continental and the British philosophers and politicians, the founding fathers of the United States Constitution, and Alexis de Tocqueville (1805-1859) in his Democracy in America, published in 1835 and 1840. The Federalist Papers written by James Madison (1751-1836), Alexander Hamilton (1755-1804) and John Jay (1745-1829) have frequent citations from this work. Therefore, Montesquiu became an important figure in the European and American Enlightenment. He passes on his own ideas and thereby also the ideas of his predecessors on political economy to many of his descendants. In France, Waddicor (1970:100) claims that his ideas, through Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui (1694-1748), were passed on to August Walras (1801-66) and to his son Leon Walras (1834-1910). “August Walras was amply justified in complaining how neglected the natural law concept of scarcity had become in the nineteenth 
century.” Elisabeth Fox-Genovese (1976:139) in her The Origin of Physiocrcy, asserts that, 
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even those who doubt Montesquieu’s influence on Quesnay do not question his profound impact on Mirabeau. It is important to note that Montesquieu in the British colonies was recognised as a fighter for freedom, although not for American independence. According to a study by Donald Lutz (1984:193), on the influence of European writers on American thought, he was the most quoted philosopher in the American colonies in the second half of the eighteenth century. This is also confirmed by Bernard Bailyn (1992:345), who contends that his name “recurs far more 
often than that of any other authority in all the vast literature of the Constitution”.  Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui  Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui (1694-1748) was a Swiss legal and political theorist who greatly publicized and popularized a number of ideas propounded by other thinkers. In 1719, twenty-five years old, he was designated honorary professor of ethics and the law of nature at the University of Geneva. Thereafter he made a study tour of The Netherlands and England, where he met people of political influence. After a few months visit to Oxford in 1723, he decided to return to France. On his return journey, he met Barbeyrac at Groningen. Back at the University of Geneva, he became a full professor. The earlier mentioned Daniel Brühlmeier (1995:63) contends that “with a full professorship in the subject of natural law and civil law, Burlamaqui dominated legal thought and the natural law tradition in Geneva from 1723-1740.” Burlamaqui was, according to Peter Korkman (2006:x) in his study on Burlemaqui and Natural Law, a well-respected and popular lecturer that drew many foreign students to Geneva. Here he lectured until 1740 when he unfortunately was compelled to resign because of ill health. In Geneva he was also elected a member of the Council of State and he gained as high a reputation for his practical sagacity as he had for his theoretical knowledge. Burlamaqui Borrowed from Pufendorf His work, (Principles of natural law), which was based on his lecture notes was published in Geneva in 1747. This was the only work he published himself. It was intended for his students and other beginners. His treatise of law became very popular and was translated into Danish, Dutch, English, Italian, Latin and Spanish and published in more than sixty editions. The English translation became a standard textbook at University of Cambridge and the foremost American colleges. His treatise represents a digest of the thoughts of like-minded theorists, Grotius, Cumberland, and in particular, Pufendorf, who is by far the most quoted author in the book. Korkman (2006:xi) claims that this work of Barlamaqui borrowed extensively from 
Barbeyrac’s French translations of the main natural law treatises of his time, especially from 
Pufendorf’s De Officio and De Jure Naturae, but also from Grotius’ natural law work. Often Burlamaqui omitted to mention his sources, so the typical reaction of many of his commentators 
has been to call him, “an unoriginal plagiarist.”  Three years after his death, some of his colleagues edited and published in 1751 a manuscript he had written, as Principes du droit politique (Principles of politic law). This manuscript was also based on a series of notes from his lectures. Burlamaqui himself had entrusted the manuscript to his sister and his daughter with instructions that it should not be published. Ibid:xii. It is therefore quite clear that this manuscript was meant only for his students as a commentary to his lectures on natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular. It is therefore too harsh a judgement to contend that he was a plagiarist. In 1754 his friends also published a manuscript of his lecture notes in Latin, which in 1773 was published in French as Élémens du droit naturel (Elements of natural law).   Burlamaqui On Political Economy Burlamaqui (2006[1763]:66) had a more optimistic view of human behavior than Pufendorf. He insists that: “The desire to happiness is essential to man, and inseparable from reason”.  
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This was different from Pufendorf, who stresses man’s inclination for evil and who saw natural 
law as rules needed for men to survive each other’s company. Furthermore, Burlamaqui asserted, according to Korkman (2006:xvii), that natural laws are rational egoistic principles for finding the shortest road to happiness, while Pufendorf contends that natural laws impose absolute duties, telling us what we must do, not what we, by the use of reason, are motivated to do. Burlamaqui (Ibid.150-155) agrees with Pufendorf’s human attribute of self-love, and that society is necessary for men. The true principle of the duties, which the law of nature prescribes to us in respect of other men, is called sociability. However, Burlamaqui claims that the Creator has imprinted “a sentiment of benevolence for our fellow creatures”. (Ibid:156. This is absent in Pufendorf. Nevertheless, Burlamaqui agrees with Pufendorf that the understanding of the law of nature are not innate.  “For to think with some people, that law of nature is innate, as it were, in our minds, and actually imprinted in our souls from the first moment of our existence; is supposing a thing that is not at all necessary, and is moreover contradicted by experience.” 
Ibid:164. In his short treatment of private property Burlamaqui contends, in a manner similar to 
Pufendorf’s, that the introduction of property is an important establishment which produces a new adventitious state.  
“It modifies the right which all men had originally to earthly goods; and distinguishing carefully what belongs to individuals, ensures the quiet and peaceable enjoyment of what they possess; by which means it contributes to the maintenance of peace and harmony among mankind.” Ibid:61. He continues, in accordance with Pufendorf, that since all men originally had the right to 
common use of the earth’s fruits, it is evident “that if this power is actually restrained and limited in divers respects, this must necessarily arise from some human act”.  In his very short treatment of property, Burlemaqui emphasizes that among states established by an act of man there is none more considerable than the civil state, and that this state and property of goods gives rise to several other adventitious states.  Burlamaqui does not, in his The Principles of Natural and Politic Law, treat any theories of value or the introduction and use of money. These theories he treats in his Éléments du droit naturel. This book has not been translated to English. However, Leon Walras (1977[1874]:201-5) brings this theory forward with a long quotation from it in his treatment of the origin of value in exchange. It is clear that Burlamaqui with his emphasize on scarcity builts very closely on Pufendorf. Hutchison (1988:322) claims that Burlamaqui did no more than “accurately 
restating the master’s doctrines”.  
.The foundation of states has an important place in Burlamaqui’s analysis. Although he (Burlamaqui 2006[1763]:281-82) has a much more positive opinion than Pufendorf of how people lived in the state of nature, he eventually agrees with him. The remedy that ended the inconveniences in the state of nature, men found in the establishment of civil society and a sovereign authority.  
“But this could not be obtained without effecting two things equally necessary; the first was to unite together by means of a more particular society; the second to form this society under the dependence of a person invested with an uncontrollable power to the end that he might maintain order and peace.” Ibid:282.  Later Burlamaqui (2006[1763]:293) discusses the essential constitution of states and of the manner in which they are formed and he found it necessary, as Pufendorf, to have two different covenants and one general decree. These are exactly Pufendorf’s pacts of association and subjections and his decree made for settling the form of government.  Burlamaqui does not discuss council decisions and voting procedures. However, he stresses as did Pufendorf that:  
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“It must be established for a rule, that the plurality of suffrages shall pass for the will of the whole; otherwise no affair could be determined, it being impossible that a great 
number of people should be always of the same opinion.” Ibid:329. In his discussion of the division of state power and taxation, Burlamaqui (2006[1763]:296) starts out, with strong allusions to Pufendorf, explaining that in every government it is necessary to have a supreme power, the sovereign. He discusses the role and duties of the sovereign and the various forms of government. Sovereignty is the right of 
commanding civil society, “in the last resort”. Ibid:296. Following Pufendorf he discusses the different forms of power, the legislative power, the coercive power (that is, the right to ordain punishment), the judiciary power and the right to appoint magistrates. Ibid:323-29. He also discusses three forms of government, democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy, as well as the advantages and disadvantages of each. Burlamaqui does not follow Pufendorf’s claims that monarchy is the best form of government. He favored the Genevan mixed system of aristocratic democracy. Geneva was ruled at the time by a small council of 25, a large council of 200, and the general council of all citizens. Burlamaqui supports increased power to the small council. 
With a reference to the last chapter in Pufendorf’s De Officio, he also discusses the general and particular duties of the subjects. Ibid:364-68.  Burlamaqui, as Pufendorf, contends that the sovereign has the right to raise taxes. This will be evident if we consider that taxes are a contribution that individuals pay to the state for the preservation and defense of their lives and properties, and for the ordinary and extraordinary expenses of government. People cannot refuse to pay tax without prejudicing their own interests. It is, however, the responsibility of a prudent civil government to make sure that people are not overcharged, “but also that taxes should be raised in a gentle and imperceptible a manner as possible”. Ibid:436.  On the question of specific taxes Burlamaqui also follows Pufendorf. Taxpayers should be equally charged so they have “no just reason to complain”. Ibid:436. There must be a just proportion between the burden of the tax and the benefit of the peace. The advantages are not equal. Every man ought to be taxed in proportion to his income, but the best way to levy taxes is to lay them on things daily consumed. Imported merchandise that is not necessary can have very high duties justly laid on them. If foreign goods consist of things that can be grown or produced at home, taxes ought to be raised higher upon these articles. If exported goods are of the kind that should be consumed at home, it may be right to raise the customs upon them. If it is to the public advantage that they be sent to a foreign country, the customs should be reduced. In all these cases, the sovereign must take all proper measures to make commerce flourish. Ibid:437. The governing power ought to attend to the conduct of the tax collectors to hinder their “importunity and oppression”. Ibid:438. 
Burlamaqui’s Influence Burlamaqui had quite an influence on students across Europe and Amerikca. His treatise on law Principes du droit naturel became a very popular textbook for students of law and was translated into Danish, Dutch, English, Italian, Latin and Spanish and published in more than sixty editions. The English translation of Principles of natural law was done by Thomas Nugent (1700-1777) in 1748. He also translated Principles of politic law in 1752. The first combined two-volume Principles of Natural Law and the Principle of Politic Law, was published in London in 1763. It became a standard textbook at the University of Cambridge and the foremost American colleges. Nugent also translated Principles of politic law in 1752. The first combined two-volume Principles of Natural Law and the Principle of Politic Law, was published in 
London in 1763. The Liberty Fund 2006 edition is based on Nugent’s 1763 translation. It is 
clear from Korkman’s introduction and extensive notes in this edition that Buralmaqui uses 
Pufendorf, with Bayberac’s comments, widely in his representation.  
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Finally, it should be mentioned that Burlamaqui’s vision of constitutionalism had a major influence on the American Founders. For example, his understanding of checks and balances is much more sophisticated and practical than that of Montesquieu, in part because 
Burlamaqui’s theory contains the seed of judicial review. He was frequently quoted or paraphrased, sometimes with attribution and sometimes not, in political sermons during the American pre-revolutionary era. He was the first philosopher to articulate the quest for happiness as a natural human right, a principle that Thomas Jefferson later restated in the Declaration of Independence. 
Jean-Jaques Rousseau – The Foremost Politcal Thinker Jean-Jaques Rousseau (1712-78) was born in Geneva. Orphaned in 1722, he was sent to a boarding school at a neighboring village, Bossey, where he learned Latin and the Calvinist catechism. He lived two happy years at this school. Rousseau never advanced further in formal or classical education. Out of school, he lived a wandering existence for five years. In 1728, he converted to Catholicism. In 1729 he became employed by Francoise-Louise de Warens (1699-1762), also called Madam de Warrens, who became his benefactress and later his mistress. The 
Durant’s (1967.X:10) in their The Story of Civilization, asserts that she gave him books to read, 
among them Pufendorf’s works, “presumably the De jure naturae et gentium, or conceivably 
its crib the De officio hominis et civis both available in a French tranlation by Jean Barbeyrac”. In 1729, he converted to Catholicism and entered the Seminary of St. Lazare but he had so little formal education that he had to leave.  
In the beginning of the 1740,’s Roussseau moved to Paris where he made a precarious living by tutoring and writing, but also by arranging music, which was his passion. In 1733, he wrote a play with eighteenth acts, Narcissus. It was published with a preface in 1753. He became secretary to the French ambassador in Venice in 1743. Here he contrasted the Venetian government with the Genevian and the French, and he studied Plato, Grotius, Pufendorf and Locke. In 1750, he wins the prize from the Academy of Dijon for his so-called first discourse, Discourse sur les science et les arts (Discourse on Sciences and Arts). It was published in 1751, and made according to Gourevitch (2007:xxxiii) in his Introduction to Rousseau, “an 
immediate, resounding success throughout Europe”.  Rousseau visited Geneva in 1754 and reconverted to Calvinism. In 1755, his most famous and most influential work the so-called second discourse, Discours sur l’origine et les 
fondements de l’inégalité parmi les hommes (Discourse on the Origin and Basis of Inequality Among Men) was published. It elaborated on the arguments in his first discourse. Here he notes that Pufendorf, in company with Cumberland and Montesquieu, differes from Hobbes in his conception of human nature. (2008:137,179). Rousseau leaves Paris in 1756 and settles in a cottage, Les Charmettes (the Hermitage), on the estate of Louise Florence d’Épinay (1726-1783). Here, in 1762, he writes and publishes first, Émile, ou de l’éducation (Émile, or treatise on education) and later, his main work, Du Contrat Sociale, ou Princiipes du droit politique (The Social Contract or Principles of political law). It became one of the most influential works of political philosophy, and in it he further develops some of the ideas from a 1755 article Economie Politique (Discourse on Political Economy), featured in volume five of Diderot’s encyclopedia. In this article, he also cites Pufendorf, by way of support for the contention that the right to transfer property may only be enjoyed by the living. (2007[1755]:24). The first chapter of Du Contrat Sociale, Rousseau (2007[1762]:41), opens with: “L’homme est né libre, 
et partout il est dans les fers” (Man is born free, and everywhere he is in chains). Both Émile and The Social Contract were condemned and publicly burned both in Geneva and in France. The French government ordered his arrest and he fled to Neuchatel, which was then governed by Prussia. After a brief and unhappy spell in England, he returned to France and lives under an assumed name, Renou. In 1772, he wrote the Considérations sur le government de Pologne 
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(Consideration on the government of Poland). Rousseau died suddenly in 1778. After his death in 1782, an autobiographical book, Les Confessions (Confessions), which he had completed in 1770, was published. Did Pufendorf Influence Rousseau? In his works, Rousseau gives only a few direct references to the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular. There can be found only two direct references in his Discourse on the origin of inequality and one reference in his Economic Politique.141 His infrequent references to Pufendorf are uniquely to De Jure Naturae. In his Du Contrat Sociale he mentions Grotius twice but there are no references to Pufendorf.  However, in his article, Rousseau’s Pufendorf, from 1994, Robert Lucian Wokler 
investigates in detail Pufenodorf’s influence on the writings of Rousseau. In spite of the fact 
that he, in all of Rousseau’s works, finds only five references to Pufendorf he writes: “I should add that apart from these direct references to Pufendorf, there are a number of obvious, and 
perhaps many more not so obvious, allusions to Pufendorf’s ideas or Barbeyrac’s 
interpretations of them in Rousseau’s writings.” (1994:381). After having discussed some of these references and allusions, he concludes: 
“Until a few years ago I believed the direct influence of Pufendorf upon the intellectual 
formation of Rousseau’s ideas was slight, but I now hold that view to be false. Although his citations from Pufendorf are scanty, the themes they pursue form prominent features of both his philosophy of human nature and his theory of the foundation of the state, and I have come to see some of his principal arguments as quite centrally designed to challenge 
Pufendorf’s natural jurisprudence, to the extent that it gave warrant to what Rousseau judged was the miserable history of human society and the despotic establishment of state 
power.”Ibid:382)  Another author, who claims that Rousseau extensively used the works of Pufendorf when he wrote, is the already mentioned Victor Gourevitch (2008,xii):  
“In his [Rousseau’s] day, the most systematic, comprehensive compendium on political 
philosophy was Pufendorf’s Right of Nature and Nations, especially in Barbeyrac’s learnedly annotated French translation, Droit de la nature et des gens. He seems to have kept its massive two tomes at his elbow whenever he undertook a major project in 
political philosophy.”  
Rousseau’s Writings On Political Economy Theory of Human Behaviour 
Rousseau was convinced that man’s original nature was good, but that it had been corrupted by the development of society. His Discourse on the Arts and Sciences, which was a response to the prize essay question: Has the restoration of the sciences and the arts helped to purify morals? Here he argued that it actually had not. It led to the decline of virtue. This he pursued in his Discourse on Inequality. In the Preface Rousseau (2008[1755]:124) starts out with the statement: “The most useful and the least advanced of all human knowledge seems to me to be that of man and I dare say that the inscription on the Temple of Delphi alone contained a more 
important and more difficult Precept than all the big Books of the Moralists.” It is clear, 
Gourevitch (2008,352), that he has had Pufendorf’s (II.iv.5:238) reference to the inscription in the temple “Know thyself” at hand.  
Rousseau sees two principles (before reason and independent of sociability): man’s interests in his self-preservation and man’s pity for other people, that is the spontaneous, natural, disinclination to hurt or harm others. (2008[1755]:127). He believed that as reason 
                                                          
141 In Rousseau (2008 [1755]) Discours sur l’origine the references to Pufendorf are found on page 135 and 179,      and in Rousseau (2007 [1755]) Economie Politique the reference is found on page 24.  
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improved, when society moved forward, it weakened the natural sentiment of pity. In nature, man was independent but as society advanced, he became dependent on other people.   From his book, Emile, it is also clear that Rousseau (2014[1762}:21), along with Pufendorf, does not believe in innate ideas e.g. that man from birth knew what was right and wrong; he had to be taught.  
“We are born weak, we need strength; helpless, we need aid; foolish, we need reason. 
All that we lack at birth, all that we need when we come to man’s estate, is the gift of 
education.” This becomes even clearer later: “It is no part of a child’s business to know 
right and wrong, to perceive the reason for a man’s duties.” Ibid.273. Theory of Property In part II of his Discourse on Inequality, Rousseau (2008[1755]:164) opens with the following statement:  
“The first man who having enclosed a piece of ground, to whom it occurred to say this is mine, and found people sufficiently simple to believe him, was the true founder of civil society. How many crimes, wars, murders? How many miseries and horrors Mankind would have been spared by him who, pulling up the stakes of filling in the ditch, had cried out to his kind: Beware of listening to this imposter; You are lost if you forget that 
the fruits are everyone’s and Earth no one’s: But in all likelihood things had by then reached a point where they could not continue as they were: for this idea of property; depending as it does on many prior ideas which could only arise successively, did not 
take shape all at once in man’s mind.” He then goes on to tell us, and the allusions to Pufendorf are strong, how this idea of property 
developes in man’s mind. Much progress had to be made, industry and enlightenment acquired, transmitted and increased from one age to the next, before this last stage of Nature was reached. 
Ibid. Man’s first sentiment was that of his existence, his first care was that of his preservation. 
The Earth’s products provided the nascent man with all necessary support. However, soon some difficulties presented themselves, like the height of the trees, or competition from ferocious animals. Man learned to overcome these and other obstacles. As humankind increased and spread, difficulties multiplied. Differences in terrain and climate led to differences in living. People invented tools for hunting and fishing, discovered fire, and improved their dwellings. Dealings with other people lead to the invention of language. This initial process finally enabled man to make more rapid progress and the more the mind became enlightened the more industry was perfected, that is better tools and better dwellings were constructed. In the third discourse or an Essay on the Origin of Languages (2008;Ch.9 and 18:271), he writes “Human industry expands with the needs that give rise to it. Of the three ways of life available to man, hunting, herding and agriculture, the first develops strength, skill, speed of body, courage and cunning of soul, it hardens man and makes him ferocious.  He sums it up: “The preceding division correspond to the three states of man condidered in relation to society. The savage is the hunter, 
the barbarian a herdsman, civl man a tiller of the soil.” Ibid.19.272. When agriculture was gradually introduced, it followed from the cultivation of land that its division was necessary “and from property, once recognized the first rules of justice, necessarily followed; for in order to render to each his own, each must be able to have something; moreover, as men began to extend their views to the future and all saw that they had some goods to lose, there was no one who did not have to fear reprisals against himself for 
the wrongs he might do to another”.(2008[1755]:169) The origin of property, Rousseau (2008:169) claims in the Second Discource Part II. 
“Since labour alone gives the culticatior the right to the produce of the land he has tilled, in 
consequently also gives him a right to the land … , is easily transformed into property”, is all the more natural as it is impossible to conceive the idea of property emerging in any way other than in terms of manual labour. The allusion to Locke’s labour theory of property, which he 
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could have got from Pufendorf, is clear. The first effect of property, as claimed by Rousseau, was negative. Men with property became knavish, and with some people imperious, and harsh with others. The division of land and labour transformed the natural inequality in the natural stage into inequality of rank. Theory of Value, Money and Trade Rousseau develops neither a theory of value nor a theory of money or trade. In his Discourse on Inequality, the Social Contract and his essay on Political Economy, he sees the introduction of money, at best, as a necessary evil. For Rousseau, the worst kind of modern society is that in which money is the only measure of value. In his Social Contract it is expressed in this way:  
“It is the hustle and bustle of commerce and the arts, it is the avid interest in gain, it is softness and love of comforts that change personal services into money. One gives up a 
portion of one’s profit in order to increase it at leisure. Give money, and you will soon have chains. The word finance is a slave word; it is unknown in the City. In a truly free 
State the citizens do everything with their hands and nothing with money”. 2007[1762]:113. Foundation of States and Council Decisions In the Social Contract, book I chapter six, Rousseau (2007 [1762]:49) claims that there comes a point in the state of nature where the conflicts between people are so great that the primitive life in the state of nature can no longer subsist,142 “humankind would perish if it did not change 
in its way of being”. A society has to be formed in order for humankind to survive.  Since men cannot come up with new forces, but only unite and direct the ones that exist, men have no means of self-preservation other than to form, by aggregation, a sum of forces that 
will be strong enough to overrule the conflicts, and make them act in concert. The sum of men’s forces can only arise from the cooperation of many: “but since each man’s force and freedom are his primary instruments of self-preservation, how can he commit them without harming 
himself, and without neglecting the cares he owes himself?” Ibid. This difficulty Rousseau states in the following terms. “To find a form of association that will defend and protect the person and goods of each associate with the full common force and by means of which each, uniting 
with all, nevertheless obey only himself and remain as free as before.” Ibid. This is the fundamental problem to which the social contract provides a solution. This contract can be reduced to the following terms: “Each of us puts his person and his full power in common under supreme direction of the general will; and in a body we receive each member as an indivisible 
part of the whole.” Ibid.50. The public person thus formed by the union of others is called a state when it is passive, Sovereign when active.  It is important to note that when a man joins the contract he loses the freedom to act on his own personal appetite, but he gains liberty via the limitation of reason and the general will 
placed on his behaviour. Rousseau’s social contract is close to Pufendorf’s agreement of association. Rousseau contends that the political aspect of society ought to be divided into two parts, the Sovereign and the Government. The Sovereign consist of all, and it represents the general will. It is also the legislative power. The Government carries out the laws and decisions made on the authority of the sovereign. If it oversteps its boundaries, it can be removed. The relations between the Government and the Sovereign correspond roughly with Pufendorf’s agreementt of subjection. In book IV chapter two Of Suffrage, Rousseau (2007[1762]:123) held that “the way in which general business is conducted provides a fairly reliable indication of the current state of 
morals and the health of the body politics”. Furthermore, like Pufendorf, Rousseau claims that 
                                                          
142 How Rousseau tackles this problem and a comparison between his views and the views expressed by      Pufendorf can be found in Melissa Schwartzberg’s article from 2008 Voting the General Will: Rousseau on      Decision Rules. 
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there is only one law, which by its nature requires unanimous consent. That is the social pact. 
“If then, at the time of the social pact there are some who oppose it , their opposition does not invalidate the contract, it only keeps them from being included in it; they are foreigners amongst 
the Citizens.”Ibid. When the state has been constructed, consent has to be reached. Residents in the state are to submit to the sovereignty and obey. Ibid. 124. Rousseau argues that “except for this primitive contract, the vote of the majority always obligates the rest; this is a consequence 
of the contract”. As with Pufendorf, the obligation to abide by a majority decision requires a prior unanimous decision.  Rousseau (2007[1662]:125) also discusses the proportional number of votes needed to declare the general will, that is the question of supermajorities. A difference of a single vote breaks the tie, a single opponent destroys unanimity, but between unanimity and a tie there are various uneven divisions, at any one of which this proportion of majority can be fixed, taking the state and the needs of the body politic into account. He puts up two general maxims that can help to guide these ratios of majority. One, the more important and serious the deliberations are, the closer to unanimous should be the opinion that prevails. Two, the more rapidly the business at hand has to be resolved, the narrower should be the prescribed difference in weighing opinions. “In deliberation which have to be concluded straight away a majority of 
one should suffice.” Ibid. In Rousseau’s opinion, the first of the two maxims appears better suited to laws, the second to business. However, he adds that it is by a combination of these two maxims that the best reasons for a deciding majority are determined. In his Social Contract Rousseau likewise has a brief discussion on voting by secret ballot or by voice. Ibid:135. Furthermore, he discusses the case when an assembly consists of tribes. In each tribe, the majority of votes determine the vote of that tribe, a majority of votes of the tribes determines the vote of the people.   Rousseau (2007[1762]:217-218) also discusses the question of supermajorities in his Consideration of the Government of Poland. He accepted the veto right of each member of the Sejm, the Polish Parliament, when it was applied to fundamental laws. The Constitution will be made solid and the laws will be strong in such a case. However, in Poland, acts of government and administrative decisions were also governed by veto and this hindered necessary changes. Therefore, the veto should only be applied to fundamental laws. For administrative decisions, a simple majority should prevail. In between, depending on the importance of the matter under consideration, any proportion of a supermajority could be possible. Rousseau claims that one might require a three quarters majority in legislation, a two-thirds majority in matters of State, and a simple majority in administration and daily business. There can be no doubt that Rousseau 
had Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae close at hand when he wrote these decision rules.143  Division of State Powers and Principles of Taxation In book III of the Social Contract, in a chapter Of Government in General, Rousseau (1997[1762]:82) claims that every free action has two causes, which join in producing it: one moral, namely the will which determines it, the other physical, namely the power which executes it. The same is the case with a state. “The body politic has the same motive causes; here, too, a distinction is drawn between force and will: The latter being called legislative power, the former executive power.” The legislative power belongs to the people and can belong only to it. The legitimate exercise of the executive power is the Government or supreme administration. The Government is an intermediate body established between subjects and the Sovereign “so that they might conform to one another, and charged with the execution of laws and the maintenance of freedom 
both civil and political”. Ibid:83.  
                                                          
143 See also footnote 93, page 93. 
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In his Social Contract Rousseau discusses, like Pufendorf, three major forms of government. He claims that the Sovereign can entrust the charge of government to the whole or the majority of the people. This is given the name Democracy. Alternatively, the government can be left in the hands of a small number of people. This bears the name of Aristocracy. Finally, it can concentrate governing in the hands of a single magistrate i.e., a Monarchy. He discusses different forms of these governments and the advantages and disadvantages of each of them. He stresses that not every form of government is suited to every country. The first two forms, democracy and absolute monarchy, he rejects but settles for an elective aristocracy. “It is 
Aristocracy properly so called.” (1997[1762]:93).  Carl Friederich (2002;19), asserts in his Corruption Concepts in Historical Perspectiv that Rousseau was deeply concerned with what he believed to be the corruption of his age and he looked upon himself as the wise man who must rise a warning voice. He believes that the right kind of guidance could shape public opinion to avoid such corruption. Rousseau touches upon the evils of corruption in several of his writings. In his first Discourse sur les science et les arts he starts out with the question asked: “Has the restoration 
of the Sciences and Arts contributed to the purification of Morals” but adds “or to their 
corruption”. (2008[1750]:5).  In this discourse, he for example holds the view that the necessary consequence of luxury is the dissolution of morals, which in turns leads to the corruption of taste. Ibid:20. Furthermore, that a senseless education adorns our mind and corrupt our judgment. 
Ibid:22. In his Discourse on Inequality corruption is closely related to that of nature. It is something that he has to strip away to get to the real nature of man. Corruption is also an important part of the process of human development. His view is rather pessimistic, when human reason develops man is corrupted and declines from the state of nature. In his Social Contract Rousseau discusses, as Pufenforf, corruption in democracies, aristocracies and monarchies. He warns against corruption of the lawgiver in a democracy and he claims that luxury corrupts.  
”Finally, little or no luxury; for luxury is either the effect of riches, or makes them necessary; it corrupts rich or poor alike, the one by possession, the other by covetousness; it sells out the fatherland to lexity, to vanity; it deprives the State of all its 
Citizens by making them slaves to one another, and all of them slaves to opinion.” 2007[1762] III.6:91.  In a monarchy the lack of continuous successions may create situations were; “intrigue and 
corruption will play their part.” Ibid:97.  
Rousseau’s principles of taxation are laid down in his Discourse on Political Economy from 1755 and in his Considerations from 1772. His principles are very close to Pufendorf’s principles in De Jure Naturae. The legitimate basis for taxation can be found in his Discourse, Rousseau (2007[1755]:23); “On the other hand, it is no less certain that the maintenance of the state and the government involves costs and expenditures; and since anyone who grants the end cannot refuse the means, it follows that the members of society must contribute to its upkeep 
with their goods.” He claims that it has been generally recognized, by “all philosophers and jurisconsults, who have achieved any reputation in matters of political right”, that taxes can be established legitimately only by the consent of people, the sovereign, or its representatives. 
Ibid:30.  Taxes levied on the people are, Rousseau claims, of two kinds: one that are levied on things i.e. property, and ones that are personal, which are paid by the head. Ibid. In his Considerations (2007[1772]:231) he changed his mind and makes it clear that although the most convenient and least costly is without question a per capita tax, it is also the most forced, the most arbitrary, the most unjust and unreasonable. “Taxes on property is always preferable to a 
tax on persons.”  The best tax that will not be subject to fraud is therefore a proportional tax on land, and on all land without exception, for all what produces ought to pay. With “all land”, he 
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also meant land owned by the Kings, the Nobles, the Church, and land held in common. A general land registry is necessary but the expense can be avoided, to good advantage, by assessing the tax not directly on the land but on its produce. Ibid:232.  Rousseau discusses, in the manner of Pufendorf, three factors that should be taken into account when deciding on how much tax people should pay. First is the question of proportionality. A tax should be equal that is proportional in the sense that someone who has ten times more goods than another should pay ten times as much in tax. Second is the issue of need. A person with only the bare necessities for life should not pay anything in tax. However, if a person consumes many luxuries he might, if need be, have to pay a tax; “up to the full amount that exceeds his necessities”. A third factor is the utility that each person derives from social alliances. This is never taken into account, and it favours the rich, the privileged and the powerful. Rousseau claims that all advantages and benefits of society, the lucrative posts, all exceptions, all exemption etc. are reserved for the rich. Another, no less important point to note is that the losses of the poor are far more difficult to make up for than those of the rich, and that the difficulty of acquiring always grows in proportion to need. (2008[1755]:32).   When all this is taken into consideration, “the conclusion will be that in order to distribute taxes in an equitable and truly proportional fashion it should be imposed not solely in 
proportion to the taxpayers’ goods, but in a proportion that takes account of the difference in 
their stations as well as how much of their goods is superfluous”. Ibid:33. There is also another inconvenience of the personal tax. It is often felt too directly and furthermore it is collected to harshly, which does not prevent its being evaded in many ways. “It is easier to hide one’s head 
than one’s possessions from tax-rolls and from prosecution.” Ibid.  Duties on imports, i.e. customs, can, also in the manner of Pufendorf, be set on foreign goods, which the population craves, but the country does not need. Furthermore, customs can be set on the export of domestic goods of which the country has no excess, and which foreigners cannot do without. It is not hard to understand why the privileged classes in France reacted so hatefully towards Rousseau after having read his principles of taxation.  
Rousseau’s Influence Gourevitch (2008;xv) writes: The First Discourse had won the Academy’s Prize and had made him famous. The Second Discourse did not win the Prize, but made him immortal. In France, 
as in most other European countries, Rousseau’s name and many of his works were known to the intellectual part of the population. He was loved by many, and they used his arguments to promote their own ideas. He was, however, hated by the classes that held the power. They thought his ideas undermined the present order and encouraged radical changes in the governing system. Ronald Grimsley (1967:224) in his article Jean-Jacques Rousseau claims that his powerful influence on later generations, was “partly due to his vision of a regenerated human nature, but unlike merely utopian thinkers he seemed to promise a transfiguration of everyday 
existence, not the pursuit of a hopeless chimer.”  There has been some discussion about to what extent Rousseau contributed to the French revolution. Robert Wokler (2006:25-56) brings this up in an article called Rousseau on Rameau and revolution. He could not find that Rouseau had any direct influence. However, there can be no doubt that Rousseau influenced the intellectual climate in France and thereby was instrumental in promoting change.  Like Locke in England and Scotland, Rousseau became an instrument for change in the way education was looked upon. In America, Rousseau became a familiar name, and his work was read by the elite. Thomas Jefferson, when he wrote the US Declaration of Independence, is known to have used the works of the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular, together with Locke, Montesquieu, Burlamaqui and Rousseau.   
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Denis Diderot - The Editor Denis Diderot (1713-84) was born in the eastern city of Langres. He went to school at the Lycée Louis le Grand in Paris. In 1732, he earned a Master of Arts degree in philosophy. He abandoned the idea of entering the clergy and decided instead to study law. His study of law was short-lived. In 1734, Diderot decided to become a writer and in doing so, he became a prominent figure during the Enlightenment. In 1749, Diderot was approached by a bookseller and a printer named Andre Le Breton (1708-79), who wanted him to take part in the translation into French and the publishing of 
Ephraim Chambers’ Cyclopaedia, or Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences.144 During his work Diderot came up with the idea to expand the project from a reproduction into a major French Encyclopédie. He served as the co-founder, together with Jean le Rond d’Alembert (1717-83), as well as the chief editor and major contributor to the Encyclopédie. In 1750, a prospectus announced the project to the public, and the year after the first volume was published. The Encyclopédie ou dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers (Encyclopedia, or a rational dictionary of sciences, art and craft), had many unorthodox and forward thinking articles by many prominent authors and experts in their respective fields. With the project, Diderot wanted to give information about all-important issues to the common people, who had the ability to read.  The work, however, was plagued by controversy from the very beginning. For a period, it was suspended by the court, and it was accused of seditious content because of its entries on religion and natural law. Diderot was also detained by the authorities for some time. With the support of important well-placed people, the work resumed but the controversies stayed with it. The popularity and influence of the Encyclopédie increased, and also the number of subscribers. Nevertheless, the number of enemies also grew with its popularity. It threatened the governing aristocracy with its emphasis, in the spirit of Pufendorf, on religious tolerance and freedom of thought. In 1759, the antagonists were strong enough to formally suppress the Encyclopédie. The work continued but important contributors no longer dared to support it. Diderot was left to finish the task as best he could. He wrote several hundred articles, some very short, but many of them laborious, comprehensive, and long. He damaged his eyesight correcting proofs and editing the manuscripts of less competent contributors. He was incessantly harassed by threats of police raids. It took many years before the subscribers in 1772 received the final 27 folio volumes of the Encyclopédie. Today it is considered one of the great works of the Enlightenment. All this work did not bring Diderot any wealth. Although his work was broad and rigorous, he could not secure for himself a decent income. He obtained none of the posts that were occasionally given to needy men of letters. When the time came for him to provide a dowry for his daughter, he saw no alternative other than to sell his library. When the Empress Catherine II (1729-96) of Russia heard of his financial troubles, she commissioned an agent in Paris to buy the library. She then requested that the philosopher retain the books in Paris until she required them, and that he act as her librarian with a yearly salary. In 1773 and 1774, Diderot spent some months at the empress’s court in Saint Petersburg. When he died in 1784, his vast library was sent to Russia, where the Empress had it deposited in the National Library of Russia.  Diderot an Admirer of Pufendorf It is clear from numerous entries that when Diderot wrote for the Encyclopédie, he had 
Barbeyrac’s translations into French of Pufendorf’s De Officio and De Jure Naturae in his 
                                                          
144 Ephraim Chambers (c.1680 –1740) was an English writer and encyclopaedist. He is primarily known for      having produced the Cyclopedia. It had the full title: Cyclopedia: or a universal dictionary of arts and      sciences .. . the whole intended as a course of ancient and modern learning compiled by the best authors,      dictionaries, journals, memoirs, transactions, ephemerides, in several languages. First published in London     1728. 
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library and that he extensively consulted and used these works. Sometimes he only copied what Pufendorf had written. Other times he made critical assessments of Pufendorf’s views. His admiration for Pufendorf is evident.  During his stay at the court of Catherine II in St. Petersburg, Diderot wrote Plan d’une Université pour le gouvernement de Russie (Plan of a University for the Government of Russia). 
Here he recommends the use of Barbeyrac’s translation of Pufendorf’s De Officio together with 
Burlamaqui’s Traité Elements de droit Naturel and Hobbes’ De Hominis and De Civis for the first class of the second course of studies as well as a guidance for the Professor of Natural Law 
for the first year of studies at the Faculty of Law. Diderot’s many references to the natural law 
philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular contributed to the diffusion of Pufendorf’s views on ethics, jurisprudence, government and political economy. It was not only Diderot that used Pufendorf and referred to him. Pufendorf and his writings on natural law were known to most contributors to the Encyclopédie. One contributor, the renowned French lawyer of that time, Antoine-Gaspard Boucher d’Argis (1709-91), wrote an article under the headword Droit des gens (Law of nations) where he describes Pufendorf’s legal work and claims that De Jure Naturae et Gentium is much better for the understanding of natural law than Grotius’s De jure belli et pacis. 145 In another headword, Citoyen (Citizen), he also makes a reference to Pufendorf.146  The Physiocrats147 
Introduction 
It was not only Boisguilbert, who spoke out against the appalling economic conditions and the oppressive economic policies of the French government. A group of French intellectuals, who were known in their own days as Les économistes, but later called themselves Physiocrats, also wrote and spoke out against the deplorable situation.148 Historians of economic thought today generally agree that this group composed the first real school of thought in economics. They were the first real economic model builders. Ronald Meek (1962:9) in his The Economics of Physiocracy claims: “The French Physicrats are at once the most exciting and the contemporary group of economist in the whole 
history of economic thought.” He continues: “The most exciting, because the birth of Physiocracy was in fact the birth of the science of economics in the broad general form in which it has come down to us today.” He adds also the most contemporary because their major preoccupation was strikingly similar to those of present-day economists. 
The group’s undisputed intellectual leader was Francois Quesnay (1694-1774), court physician to Madame Pompadour and the King Louis XV. The Physiocratic group has therefore also been identified as a court party, although a radical one. The inner circle of the group included as its most important members: Victor Marquis de Mirabeau (1715-89), a close associate and collaborator of Quesnay, Paul-Pierre Mercier de la Rivière (1720-93), and Pierre Samuel du Pont de Nemours (1739-1817). The French minister, Anne Robert Jacques Marguis de Turgot (1727-81), expresses sympathy for their doctrine, but does not consider himself a member of the close group around Quesnay.  
                                                          
145 Denis Diderot and Jean le Rond d’Alembert [Eds.] (1755:Vol.5:128): Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire raisonné       des Sciences, des Arts et des Métiers. Biblioteque National in Paris.  146  (1753:Vol.3:488). 147 In writing this section, I am much indebted to Ronald Meek (1962), Elizabeth Fox-Genovese (1976) and       Liana Vardi (2012). 148 Schumpeter (1954:228) claims that the term was used by du Pontde Nemours in 1767, but might have been      used earlier by Baudeau and was perhaps due to Quesnay himself. 
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In the beginning the Physiocrats published in the Encyclopèdie but later the monthly Ephémérides du Citoyen, ou bibliothèque raisonnée des sciences morales et politiques (The Citizens Chronicle, a library based science of morals and politics), which was published from 
1767 to 1772, became almost their official medium. The journal’s publisher and chief editor was Nicolas Baudeau (1730-1792), a French theologian and canon, therefore also often called 
“abbé Baudeau”, economist and journalist.149 He had many international contacts and was well informed. He had considerable influence through his popularizing of the doctrines of the Physiocrats. Furthermore, he was also responsible for the diffusion of their ideas in France, the rest of Europe and America. However, it went also the other way, he informed his fellow Physiocrats, and other subscribers in France, about important books published in other countries. When and how did the physiocratic group start their activity? Elizabeth Fox-Genevese (1976: 13) in her The Origin of Physiocracy points to du Pont, who claimed that, “the history 
of physiocracy began in 1756 with the publication of the article “Fermiers” [The farmers] in volume VI of the Encyclopéde”. Du Pont also recounted how its author Quesnay in 1757 acquired as collaborator Marquis de Mirabeau, “the flamboyant author” of the year’s bestseller 
L’Ami des hommes, ou Traité de la population (The Friend of men or a Treaty on population). Sources The Physiocrats like most other writers in the 18th century did not overwhelm us with quotations. There are scarcely any references to the sources of their ideas in the articles and books that comprise what can be termed the Physiocratic library.  Surprisingly, the impression is that none of the authors that have been analysing the doctrines of the physiocrats have been particularly interested in their predecessors. One example is the above-mentioned Ronald Meek, who in his thorough inquiry into the economics of Physiocracy does not make any references to their predecessors. Joseph Schumpeter (1954:138) not only contends that Quesnay is a philosopher of natural law. He also asserts that the term Physiocracy denotes ‘rules of nature’.150 Ibid: 228. However, he does not investigate how Quesnay or the other physiocrats eventually used the doctrines of the major natural law philosophers when he developed his own theories.  Fox-Genovese (1976:22) in her The Origins of Physiocracy asserts: “That the physiocrats like Rousseau, use, misuse and reinterpret Pufendorf, Grotius, Hobbes, Locke, 
Barbeyrac, Burlamaqui, Felon, and many other without direct references.” Furthermore, she claims that the roots of the physiocratic ideas have not been satisfactorily investigated.  
“Nearly two centuries of scholarly interest have failed to produce a satisfactory view of 
the chain of Quesnay’s thought. He has been variously identified as a rationalist and an empiricist, as a Cartesian and a Lockean. His thoughts have been linked to that of Plato, the Schoolmen, Shaftesbury, Cumberland, Descartes, Leibnitz and Wolff”. Ibid:77.  She claims that Quesnay was “deeply immersed in the current natural law debates” and that Quesnay owned the work of Richard Cumberland, “as well as the works of the German political theorist, Pufendorf, and those of Pufendorf’s French translator, Barbeyrac”. Ibid:86. Although she includes a short review of contemporary literature that Quesnay was familiar with in her study, there can be found no investigation into the predecessors of the Physiocratic ideas. Only in rather vague general terms does she mention Pufendorf as a source for the Physiocrats.  The monthly Ephémérides features many articles that point to the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular. For example, in volumes 1 and 2 of the journal, for the year 1767, the editor Baudeau reviewed a long essay on Pufendorf in a book by 
                                                          
149 Baudeau travelled to several other European countries. He, for example, stayed in Poland and Russia in 1768-       1769, and then again in Poland in 1774. 150 The term was invented by Du Pont de Nemours. It is derived from two Greek words and means the rule of       nature. 
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Martin Hübner (1723-95). The book had originally been published in London, but republished in Paris in the beginning of 1767.151 In volume 2 he made it clear that he could not follow Hübner in his critizism of Pufendorf.  From all this, it is reasonable to conclude that Pufendorf was a well-known philosopher whose doctrines on natural law, including political economy, have been appreciated and used in the milieu of the Physiocrats.  The Foundation of Physiocratic Economic Thoughts What did the physiocrats themselves understand with political economy and what was the foundation for their doctrines? Fox-Genovese (1976:10) refers to a letter du Pont de Nemours sent to Jean-Baptiste Say in 1815.152 Du Pont asserts that for all the physiocrats, political economy was “the science of natural law applied, as it should be, to civilized societies”, and of “enlightened justice in all social relations – internal and external”. It was not possible for the Physiocrats to directly and openly criticize the existing abuses of the present system since 
they, as a group, were attached to the inner circle of the king’s court. However, they talked relatively openly about the economic problems of France, but they had to hide their views on political and social matters. Since they had to work from within, and their only option was to appeal to laws that were above the law of the realm. The underlying philosophy for the development of their economic ideas was therefore that of natural law.  The Physiocrats asked themselves whether the nature of things did not tend towards a 
science of political economy. Under Quesnay’s leadership, the Physiocrats devoted their efforts to the discovery of the principles of this science and the disassociation of political economy from the general body of natural law.  In his writings on political economy, Quesnay claimed that wealth came entirely from the land, that nature was fertile and that man could tie together its reproductive forces. Agriculture was therefore the industry that created wealth. Hard labour and investments in agriculture would create surplus that would circulate to other sectors of the economy. His Tableau économiqué, which was first published in Versailles in 1758, is the first presentation of a circular flow 
between the different sectors of the economy in the history of economic thought. Today’s historians of economic thought therefore generally agree that this Tableau had in it the origin of modern ideas of the circulation of wealth and the nature of interrelationship in the economy. Hutchison (1988:285) contends that:  
“It was the first school of economists in the history of the subject, and probably the most closely knit of all such groups, much more than the Ricardians, or the Keynesians , or 
the Austrians, though perhaps rather less dictatorially directed than the Marxians.”  Heinz Kurz (2008:267) claims that Karl Marx (1818-83) considered the Physiocrats “the true fathers of modern political economy” and dubbed the Tableau “an extremely brilliant 
conception”. It is outside the scope of this inquiry to discuss the influence of the Tableau on contemporary and future philosophical and economic thinking. This investigation will concentrate on the Physiocrats view on the themes of political economy, where they could have been influenced directly by Pufendorf or indirectly through his French followers. Theory of Human Behaviour and Private Property 
                                                          151 Martin Hübner (1723-1795), born in Hannover and died in Copenhagen, was the Danish author of Essai sur        l’Histoire du droit naturel (Essay on the history of natural law) published in London in 2 volumes, the first        in 1757 and the second in 1758. There is no publisher mentioned in the book. Martin Hübner was professor        of history at the University of Copenhagen, member of the Royal Society of London, of the Académie des        Inscriptions et Belles Lettres of Paris and advisor to the King of Denmark. A copy of the Paris edition can be        found in Bibliothéque National, Paris. In volume 2 of the Essai, he devotes a large part to Samuel Pufendorf        (pp. 223-298).  152 A letter dated 22.04.1815. 
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Fox-Genovese (1976:44) claims that the Enlightenment represented an emerging ideology. The Enlightenment sought to liberate all men in all countries. “Its most generous aspect embodied a view of universal human equality, which rested upon the concept of uniform human nature.” The Physiocrats usually insisted upon the dictates of nature. It was the material condition that was the prime determinate of human behaviour. Ibid:47.  The Physiocrats saw both political and economic theory as integral parts of a single science grounded on private property. Private property, in Physiocratic thought, constitutes 
man’s first natural right. Fox-Genovese (1976:48). Man arrives in the world with a fundamental obligation to keep himself alive, and his survival depends upon his right to property. The original obligation to live can only be fulfilled by eating. To eat with moral sanctions, “man 
must have a natural right to the fruits of the earth”. The Physiocrats defended that right in order 
to refute Hobbes’ contention that society rests on struggle. The first man simply collected the fruits freely offered by nature. Later men turned into active cultivation of the earth, which required the use of labour. However, as everyone can recognize from his own experience, or in 
Quesnay’s chosen phrase, no one in his right mind willingly undertakes hard labour without 
being assured of the absolute fruits of that labour. Quesnay’s theory of property has elements 
of both Pufendorf’s theory of right and Locke’s labour theory of property. The Physiocrats claimed that society must approve human action, efforts and tools, and 
must positively sanction property as a social good. In this defence of individual’s right to 
property, in contrast to the traditional notions of the community’s right to preserve social harmony, lies the heart of the Physiocratic ideology, which they summed up in the words: Property, Liberty, and Security. Spiegel (1983:186) claims that it was in this connection that the phrase laissez faire, laissez passer was coined, “a maxim that to this day has served as an 
affirmation of economic individualism”. The Physiocrats made a distinction between natural and positive order.  
“Only in the natural order, the ideal, would harmonious individualism reach its full flowering. In the positive order of the world of reality the free play of individual forces might well be frustrated, with disadvantages that result in economic conflict rather that 
harmony.” Ibid.  The allusion to Pufendorf is not easily avoided. Furthermore, society must recognize individual self-interest as most respectable motive for social action. However, it was not an egoistic self-interest. Mirabeau states, according to Fox-Genovese (1976:206), that our intellect enables us to channel our unbridled passions into the socially acceptable paths of enlightened self-interest. Her description of the Physiocratic view of self-interest is very close to Pufendorf’s self-interest and sociability.  She also claims that Quesnay had learned from Locke to mistrust the notion of innate ideas, but she does not mention that Locke had found this idea in Pufendorf’s writings. Ibid. 85. From the extract from ‘Rural Philosophy’153it becomes clear, according to Meek (1963:57-64) that Quesnay was familiar with the development in stages, although the order was different. When the fruits of the earth had been used and population increased, men had to cultivate the land, “whence arose agricultural nations”. Ibid:60. Men also had to herd together and rear domestic animals, which was the origin of herdsman.  Furthermore, men had to hunt and set trap for wild animals and do the same for fish, which was the origin of hunters and fishermen. Using examples from the Genesis he explains how these societies developed. From the interrelationships of these societies there “is born a new kind of secondary and artificial 
societies that is commercial societies”. These societies are “less secure so far as its basis and duration are concerned, less capable of extension, and unable to form a great empire, but 
                                                          
153 Philosophic Rurale first appeared in 1763. 
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nevertheless free, wealthy, and powerful within its narrow boundaries.” Ibid:62. The distinction 
between ‘thine and mine’ was here established in relation to the land. Theory of Value 
Quesnay’s bon prix forms, according to Spiegel (1983:193), part of his value theory His theory is not fully developed but it has a number of interesting features. The bon prix stands in a certain 
relationship to the ‘prix fondamental’, which is the cost of production. Market price will normally be above the cost of production. If it falls below it, it will create losses for the producers. However, on the other hand, if the market price is excessively high, it will constitute 
a “burden”.  The bon prix is located between these extremes. It yields a profit and is therefore an incentive to maintain or expand production. The allusion to Pufendorf’s discussion of natural price and market price is there. The Foundation of States and Council Decisions The Physiocrats maintained that natural law governed the economy. Individual rights, and the justification of private property based on these rights, was part of this natural law. The laissez-faire principle was the basis for the harmony-of-interest doctrine in which individual pursuit of an enlightened self-interest by each member of society would lead to the maximum social good. The allusion to Pufendorf is easily seen.  Society must approve human action, effects, and tools, and must positively sanction private property as a social good. The Physiocrats claim, according to Fox-Geneovese (1974:49), that without security, property would be a theoretical right constantly violated in practice. The need for security of private property therefore justifies government. The principle duty of the government is therefore to guarantee private property. Mirabeau in his investigation of the origin of society explained it this way. “All social 
organization rests upon the desire to harvest the fruits of one’s labour. That desire, illuminated by reason, affords the basis for the recognition that union offers the best means of implementing 
individual desires. The union itself is what we call society.” Ibid:206. Division of State Powers and Principles of Taxation. The physiocratic views concerning the nature of the state and the best form of government is not easy to grasp. The Physiocrats invented for example the name “legal despotism” to describe the government they favoured. It included a sovereign assisted by administrators and a group of magistrates to serve as custodians of the fundamental laws of the realm. Although the views of the Physicrats generally were relatively homogeneous, their views on the state and government were not constant but evolved over time. Being a group connected to the court, they were also in an awkward position. It is clear that the Physiocrats saw both their political and economic theories as integral parts of a science founded on private property, personal liberty and individual self-interest, although an enlightened one, as the driving force in the economy. Personal security is also very important as a foundation for society. These concepts 
are closely related to Pufendorf’s natural law philosophy.  In 1760 Mirabeau published his Théorie de l’impô (Theory of taxation). It outlined the Physiocratic theory of taxation, criticizing the present system in general and in particular the abuse of the tax-farmers (tax collectors). It shocked public opinion. The author was imprisoned, but because of the groups connections got out after eight days. However, exiled to the countryside for two months. Mirabeau proposed that the tax farmers should be replaced with a system of a single direct tax on landed property l’impôt unique. His critic of the present system 
has allusions to Pufendorf’s criticism of the tax collection abuses.  Despite his criticism of the present tax system Mirabeau was not a revolutionary. He defended noble privilege and tax exemptions. Ibid:143. The prince, with his absolute power, enjoys the undisputed right to demand subsidies from his subjects, who on their side have no right to refuse. If the prince requires financial assistance for the upkeep of the public domain, 
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his purposes serve the interest of all. If a prince misuses the funds he receive, than he abuses his powers. Ibid:215.   Considering all this it is therefore not surprising that several historians of economic thought - for example Fox-Genovese (1976), Eklund and Hébert (1990), Rima (1991) and Landreth and Colander (1994), point to natural law in general as a source for Quesnay and his fellow Physiocrats. However, so far, no one has been found, who points to a direct link between the 
Physiocrats and Pufendorf’s writings on natural law and political economy.154  The Influence of Physiocracy The first publication of the Tableau was almost not noticed outside the inner circle. However when it was republished in 1761 in the second part of the sixth volume of a new edition of 
Mirabeau’s L’Ami des Hommes it created quite a stir and gave rise to debate in France that lasted until the revolution. Their influence was therefore short-lived. They advocated and wanted reforms, but these reforms still preserved the old regime albeit with a less absolute king. This was not possible. Their emphasis on agriculture, according to Spiegel (1983:199), “was already obsolete in an age that saw the dawn of the industrial revolution”. Economists and social reformers in other countries, particularly in those that had an absolute but enlightened monarchy, hoped to copy some of these reforms. They would look to France and see a group of eager reformers, the Physiocrats, who worked with considerable freedom close to the king. However, there were obvious and hidden limitations to their freedom. If their proposals for reforms infringed on the rights of the privileged or the Church, there was a swift reaction to stop these proposals.  A discussion of the impact of Physiocratic ideas in Hungary, Poland, Russia, and Sweden can be found in the booklet Physiocracy Yesterday and Today edited by Janina Rosica, from 1996. Among some rulers, Physiocracy became the fashion of the day. Empress Catherina II of Russia, King Stanislaus of Poland, King Gustav III of Sweden, Emperor Joseph II of Austria, Grand Duke Leopold of Toscany, together with a large number of other political personalities tried to understand its principles. Ganni Vaggi (1987:871) in his article Physiocracy mentions that Empress Catherina II invited Mercier de La Riviere to St. Petersburg to spread the new ideas. How the Physiocratic ideas could have been implemented in the Russian feudal system is another question? Phyciocracy had, according to Lluch and Argemi (1994) in their article Physiocracy in Spain, considerable influence in Spain, particularly before 1815. They also mentioned that phyciocracy was transmitted to Argentine from Spain.  One practical experiment to adopt a Physiocratic system should be mentioned. In 1763, the enlightened absolute ruler Grand Duke Karl Friedrich of Baden-Durlach (1728-1811) made such an effort. He appointed the leading representative of the Physiocrats in the Roman-German Empire, Johann August Schlettwein (1731-1802) as a superintendent to his court at Karlsruhe. 
They were committed to achieve practical improvement of agriculture and started the world’s 
only known attempt to introduce the Physiocratic system, with the ‘impot unique’ in three villages of Baden. In one village the experiment lasted 30 years before it was abandoned.  
From Adam Smith’s (1976[1776]Bk.IV) The Wealth of Nations it is clear that he had high regards for what he calls the Agricultural System. “This system, however, with all its imperfections, is perhaps, the nearest approximation to the truth that has yet been published upon the subject of political economy, and is upon that account well worth the consideration of 
every man who wishes to examine with attention the principles of that very important science.” 
                                                          
154 See Arild Sæther (1996): Samuel Pufendorf’s Natural Law and Physiocracy, in Jaina Rosicka [Ed.]:       Physiocracy Yesterday and Today, Cracow Academy of Economics. 
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Ibid:199. This system was developed, by a numerous sect, that followed implicitly, “and without 
any sensible variation, the doctrine of Mr. Quesnai”. Smith found the most distinct and best connected account of the doctrine in a little book by Mr. Mercier de la Riviere. Ibid:200.   
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Chapter 15.  How Natural Law Became Moral Philosophy  
Gershom Carmichael Brought Pufendorf to Scotland 
It was Gershom Carmichael (1672-1729), who introduced the natural law tradition into Scotland. Carmichael was born in London by Scottish parents. His father was a Presbyterian minister who had been exiled from Scotland.155 Carmichael, however, returned to Scotland and graduated Master of Arts from University of Edinburgh in 1691. As a result he became Regent at St. Andrew University. As a regent his task as a teacher was to introduce the students to all aspects of the curriculum. In 1694 he applied and obtained, by public trial, a regentship at the University of Glasgow. Here he introduced natural law as a subject in the curriculum for the students. When the University carried out a reorganisation and abolished the Regent system Carmicahel was in 1727 appointed the first Professor of Moral Philosophy.  For the use of his students in his philosophy classes Carmichael produced lecture notes. These lecture notes were published as compendias, Theses Philosophicae (Philosophical Theses), in 1699 and 1707, and Ethicae Jurisprudentae Naturalis in 1702-03 are examples. Besides these compendias, his published works included Breviuscula Introduction ad Logicam (A Short Introduction to Logic) from 1720 and 1722, and Synopsis Theologiae Naturalis (Synopsis of Natural Theology) from 1729.156 As David Murray (1927:507) notes in his Memories of the Old College of Glasgow, it was at University of Glasgow that Carmichael), “brought the teaching of philosophy abreast”. In his course in moral philosophy, which included ethics, jurisprudence, government and 
political economy, he introduced and used Pufendorf’s ‘student edition’ De Officio Hominis et Civis as a textbook and it was “for long an exceedingly popular textbook”.  Carmichael, as noted by Hans Medick (1973:300) in his book about the natural state and natural history, had a very high opinion of both Grotius and Pufendorf. He claimed that their works should be studied “day and night”. He used Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook and in 1718 he published in Glasgow an edition in Latin of the book for the use of his students. A second edition was published in Edinburgh in 1624 and a third posthumously in Leyden in 1769 (reproducing the 1624 text). This book included his own extensive commentaries, Notes and Supplements (also in Latin).157 With Carmichael (2002[1718]:29), what had up to then been termed natural law or natural jurisprudence was from now on designated moral philosophy:   “The discipline which teaches the prescriptions of the natural law in themselves, … , which directs human actions in conformity with that law is that very discipline, which is called ethics or moral philosophy; and therefore we find no reason to distinguish it from natural jurisprudence.  Thomas Mautner (1996:191) in his book Carmichael and Barbeyrac, writes that 
Carmichael’s edition was met by general approval. He mentions Eberhard Otto (1685-1756), professor of jurisprudence at Utrecht, who had in the comments to his own edition of De Officio, from 1740, praised Carmichael’s notes and supplements. Carmichael was, as noted previously, 
only one of many that published editions of Pufendorf’s De Officio, with their own commentaries, for the use of their students. He himself refers to two, the professor of Roman 
                                                          
155 Stein (1982) notes that this is the reason for his unusual first name, Gershom. It is derived from that of the son       of Moses “a  Stranger in a strange land” (Exodus 2.22). 156 These works were published in James Moore and Michael Silverthorne [Eds.] (2002:223-286 amd 286-324). 157 John N. Lenhart compiled and Charles H. Reeves translated in 1985 Carmichael’s Supplements and Appendix       (Not the Notes) from the 1718 edition. Also, The Introduction to the 1769 Edition and the January 1927       review of Gershom Carmichel’s notes to the De Officio in Acta Eruditorum has been translated by Charles       H. Reeves and privately published by John N. Lenhart, Cleveland, Ohio.        Furthermore, James Moore and Michael Silverthorne have edited and Michael Silverthorne has translated       Carmichael’s writings in 2002. Our quotations are from this last translation.   
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law at University of Leipzig Gottlieb Gerhard Titius (1661-1714) and the previously mentioned professor at Groningen, Jean Barbeyrac. Why Did Carmichael Select De Officio as a Textbook? 
It is not known precisely why Carmichael selected Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his course. In his book about Scottish Philosphy James McCosh (1875:22) contends that the Parliament of Scotland in 1690 had appointed a Commission for visiting the universities to implement reforms in the curricula. Several of the committee members had read Locke’s essay 
on education. It clearly affected the committee’s proposals for reforms, including changes in curricula and later the abolishment of the regent system.  A change was therefore in the air. He also emphasized the strong influence John Locke had on the intellectual developments in Scotland., As outlined in a previous chapter, Locke was for long an admirer of Pufendorf, and there is no doubt that Carmichael was familiar with 
Locke’s view when he made his choice of a textbook. In his commentaries there is, according to Stephen Buckle (1991:194), “a powerful Lockian component”. Buckle (1991:19) also refers to a unpublished paper by James Moore (1980), where he notes that “Carmichael referred his readers repeatedly to improvements made by Locke on themes addressed by Pufendorf, 
improvements which consistently defended the individual against the power of the magistrate.”   Carmichael’s use of De Officio as a textbook for his students was met with suspicion from theologians, but was accepted when he made it clear that he was not an uncritical follower 
of Pufendorf’s ideas and that he disagreed fundamentally with his view that natural law must abstract from belief in the immortality of the soul and an afterlife. Jennifer Herdt (1997:28) claims that Carmichael thought the secularizing trends in natural law were deplorable. 
In his commentaries, Carmichael elaborated on Pufendorf’s writings and claims that his doctrine, On Natural Law, “has long been criticized by many grave and learned men as 
unsatisfactory and inadequate to the end it seeks to achieve”. He, therefore, “will attempt to give some idea, in the most summary form possible, of a doctrine of the precepts of Natural Law which may be seen to be less open to those criticisms”. (Moore and Silverthorne 2002:46). Furthermore, Carmichael claims that Pufendorf built his Natural Law on one precept, but that he, in contrast, builds it on three fundamental precepts: “, that God must be worshipped, that everyone must seek his own harmless advantage, (utilitate) so far as it does not injure others, 
and that sociability must be fostered.” Ibid:51. However, as also noted by Moore and Silverthorne (1984:8), Carmichael may have overstated his differences with Pufendorf in respect to the three laws of nature. Pufendorf claimed in his De Officio (1673 [1927] I.iii.13:20-21) that the duties incumbent on  man in accordance with natural law can be classified under three main headings: “according to the dictate of sound reason alone, a man should conduct 
himself toward God, the second, how toward himself, the third, how toward other men”. But Carmichael was able to claim that self-interest was not a prime driving force and that men did not become sociable from insecurity in order to be safe, as Pufendorf asserted. (1673 [1927] I.iii.13:19)  
Likewise, Carmichael could not accept Pufendorf’s opinion that “no one would practice 
works of pity or friendship without having the assurance of fame or emolument” (1927 [1673] I.iii.13:26). In his supplements he argues, as Peter Stein (1982:669) has also noted, that “man’s ability to live with others in society depends on natural feeling of sympathy for others, which men could never have invented themselves and which must have been implemented in them by the Supreme Being”.  On how things become property, Carmichael argued, as Locke and Barbeyrac did, that the right of property had its origin in labour. (Moore and Silverthorne 2002:94) They found this 
more satisfactory than Pufendorf’s account, which made it dependent on consent.  
Carmichael makes only a few remarks on Pufendorf’s chapter on value but discusses 
the contracts it is built on in some detail. Neri Naldi (1993:457) investigates Carmichael’s ten 
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notes on quasi contracts and claims that “we can recognize an attempt to transform Pufendorf’s list of causes influencing price determination into a compact and significantly original 
scheme”. The manner in which Pufendorf proposed that men unite in society and under government by mutual agreement and consent was, as pointed out by Moore and Silverthorne (1984:1-12), attractive to Carmichael and other supporters of the Revolution Settlement, since it excluded the claim of hereditary rights for the monarch.158However, they could not accept his theory that the duty of sociability recognises that the sovereigns should enjoy absolute power over their subjects. This could not be reconciled with the rights that British subjects had won by the Glorious Revolution.159 Carmichael sought to revise the absolutist implication of 
Pufendorf’s theory by restating their obligations to be sociable in terms of a duty to respect the natural rights of others.  
Carmichael’s Influence  Carmichael became a scholar of some renown. Robert Wodrow (1843:95-96) claimed that he 
“was exceedingly valued both at home and abroad, where he had considerable correspondence with learned men, such as Barbyrack, and other learned menabroad; and he brought a great 
many scholars to Glasgow”.160 William Hamilton (1872:Vol.1:30n) writes that Carmichael 
“may be regarded, on good grounds, as the true founder of the Scottish school of 
philosophy”.161  Moore and Silverthorne (2002:xvi) claim that Carmichael’s work “contributed, very fundamentally, to shape the agenda of instruction in moral philosophy in eighteenth-century 
Scotland”. 
It was largely due to Carmichael’s efforts, William Taylor (1955:251-255) wrotes, “that speculative economic inquiry initiated by Hobbes, Grotius and Pufendorf, formally entered Scottish universities, and before very long, British political economy”.  This is also supported by Hutchison (1988:192) who claimed that Carmichael played a vital role both in the history of Scottish philosophy and in the history of economic thought. He is today considered one of the founders of the Scottish Enlightenment.  It should be added that Carmichael became a very popular teacher who also attracted many students from England, Ireland and Wales to the University of Glasgow. However, in spite of this, Michael Brown (2002:22) in his study Francis Hutcheson in Dublin contends that Carmichael found lecturing a chore and he “attended his duties by simply reciting passages of 
Pufendorf and amending and commenting upon it as he saw fit”.  
With Carmichael’s use of Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his classes, the term Natural Law was replaced by Moral Philosophy. Natural Law had been transformed into Moral 
Philosophy. Carmichael’s practice was taken over by his successor Professor Hutcheson.   Francis Hutcheson a User of Pufendorf In 1710 an Irish student, Francis Hutcheson (1694-1746), matriculated in the University of Glasgow. Here, according to McCosh (1875), he enjoyed the privilege of “sitting under the 
prelections” of Gershom Carmichael, who introduced him to the moral philosophy of Samuel Pufendorf. Enzo Pesciarelli (1989, pp. xviii-xix) contends that Carmichael was a divulger of 
Pufendorf’s work and thought in Scotland. Pufendorf’s influence on Hutcheson started with 
                                                          158 The Revolutionary Settlement was a series of acts passed by the English Parliament in the years 1689-71. It       limited the power of the King but also the authority of the Parliament. 159 It is also called the Revolution of 1688 where King James II was overthrown and William III and his wife       Mary II became jointly King and Queen of England. 160 Quotation taken from Brown (2000:17). 161 Here quoted from McCosh (1875:36) or Taylor (1955:253). 
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Carmichael’s lectures. Here it should be noted that Brown (2002:16) claims that it is unclear 
whether Hutcheson ever attended Carmichael’s lecture on jurisprudence, but he does not have McCosh (1875) on his reference list. Hutcheson was born into a Scots-Irish family at Drumalig in Northern Ireland. His father, a Presbyterian minister, brought up his children in the severe Calvinist branch of Presbyterianism. Francis therefore received his first education at a dissenting school in Sainfield and thereafter at a dissenting academy in Killyleagh. Being a Presbyterian, he was unable or unwilling to attend the Trinity College in Dublin, or Cambridge or Oxford, he therefore entered the University of Glasgow at the age of sixteen. His education and training had been directed towards establishing himself as a minister of the Presbyterian Church in Ireland or Scotland. 
After a year of study, followed by a year’s break and after having completed the Master degree in 1712 he began the study of theology in the following year, During his six years at Glasgow, his original orthodox Calvinist views underwent fundamental change due to the influence of two of his professors, Gershom Carmichael and John Simson (1668-1740). The latter was Professor of Divinity. They both promoted tempered and moderate views on Christianity. These views also brought the professors in conflict with the orthodox Presbyterian leaders. Charged with heresy, Simpson was suspended from teaching duties at the University and Carmichael had to admit to his deviations from the ‘right thoughts’.  Hutcheson left the University of Glasgow in 1716 with a licence from the Presbyterian Church and returned to Ireland. Here he was actively engaged in church controversies, but this did not prevent him from becoming pastor of a congregation in Magherally, Northern Ireland. In 1721 or 1722 he was invited to Dublin, by a group of Presbyterian clergymen, and asked to open a dissenting Academy for conformist students in the city. Under his leadership this Academy, which Brown (2002:78) suggests “contained a broadly humanist education“, became an academic rival to Trinity College, Dublin, which was supported by the official Church of Ireland. His years at the Academy were very productive, both as a teacher and as a writer. During his time in Dublin he according to Mautner (1993:3) became associated with the circle around Robert Molesworth (1656-1725), who in 1716 became Viscount Molesworth of Swords. As a consequence, he took active part in the philosophical debate and wrote letters and articles concerned with ethical questions to the London Journal and the Dublin Weekly. His article Reflections on our common system of morality was published in the London Journal in 1724. In 1725, Hutcheson published several scholarly works on ethics. The first of these was Three Essays on Reflection upon Laughter. Here his point of departure is criticism of Hobbesian egoism. His second piece on ethics was Observations on the Fable of the Bees, where he discussed and attacked polemically the ethical questions found in the work by the notorious Bernard Mandeville (1670-1733)162 The third was An Inquiry Concerning Beauty, Order, 
                                                          
162 Bernard Mandeville was born in Rotterdam and studied philosophy and medicine at University of Leiden in       the 1690’s. He married an English woman and moved to England in 1699. There he took up the practice of       what today probably would be called psychiatry.        Mandeville is best known for his pamphlet The Grumbling Hive from 1705. From this small poem he       developed his major work The Fable of the Bees: or Private Vices, Public Benefits which first appeared in       1714. This was expanded in subsequent editions in 1723, 1724 and 1725. In this fable, a beehive, where all       lived virtuously, was poor, while a beehive, where all lived in vice driven by self-interest, was rich. This       view came under severe criticism and it was denounced as immoral. Outrage and condemnation came from       churches of all denominations across Europe. Mandeville sought to vindicate himself from these severe       attacks in The Fable of the Bees, Part II 1714-29, and in some smaller publications. Like most of his       contemporaries, Mandeville made few references to his sources or to other writers. There can, however, be       no doubt that during his studies at Leiden he had been acquainted with Pufendorf’s natural law works. A       quotation clearly indicates this: “Men are naturally selfish, unruly creatures, [and] what makes them sociable       is their necessity and consciousness of standing in need of other’s help to make life comfortable. And what 
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Harmony and Design, and the fourth is An Inquiry Concerning Moral Good and Evil. In all these works he refers to Pufendorf who, because of his distinct intelligible reasoning, is recognised as “the grand instructor in morals to all who have of late given themselves to that 
study.” (Hutcheson 1725:103).     Three years later, he published two works: An Essay on the Nature and Conduct of the Passions and Affections, and Illustration of the Moral Sense. In these works he turns his attention to the more respectable Pufendorf, elaborates on the ethical questions he raised in his 
natural law work and treated him, as noted by Hont (2005:51), “as the apostle of commercial 
sociability and modern Epicureanism”. These works enhanced Hutcheson’s reputation as a moral philosopher.163  Due to illness, Carmichael retired from his Chair of Moral Philosophy in 1729 and died of cancer a few months later. Hutcheson was chosen to succeed him. When he took up the position in the autumn of 1730 he held his inaugural lecture On the Social Nature of Man.164 In this lecture he made it clear that he had high regards for Pufendorf, although he disagreed with his emphasise on self-love. (Hutcheson 1993[1732]:134-135)    Hutcheson brought with him several young gentlemen from his Academy in Dublin 
“and his just fame drew many more both from England and Ireland”.165 His importance as a professor, teacher and author was recognized even in his own time. It has been said that he was 
“the personality most responsible for the new spirit of enlightenment in the Scottish 
universities”.166 According to his biographer William Scott (1900:69), he was among the first to lecture in English, and with eloquence. The University made him serve on numerous university committees. He carried substantial, although controversial, weight in the creation of a more liberal “forward university policy”. He was the guardian and friend of his students and his care for “the wild Irish teagues” among them was recognized. Hutcheson was, as Carmichael before him, an admirer of Pufendorf but also a critic. He, as already mentioned, had 
been introduced to Pufendorf’s natural law works as a student at the University.  According to Elmer Sprague (1967:99), Hutcheson “devoted himself in Glasgow to 
enriching the culture and softening the Calvinism of his fellow Presbyterians”.167 The Presbytery of Glasgow tried him for; ”false and dangerous” doctrines. However, he managed to brush aside the charges of his accusers, although for a time the situation was quite serious.  Although there are few direct references, there is no doubt that Hutcheson had used 
Pufendorf’s writings extensively in his early works in Dublin. His articles and essays during his years there emanate from his studies of moral philosophy and theology, when he was a 
student at Glasgow. He had studied Pufendorf’s works in detail both in class, in the library and 
                                                                makes this assistance voluntary and lasting are the gains for profit accruing to industry for services done to        others, which in a well- ordered society enables everybody, who in some thing or other will be service able to       the public, to purchase the assistance of others.” Here quoted from Hutchison (1988:117).       The argument of the fable, expressed in the subtitle Private Vices, Public Benefits, created from 1730 and       onwards a heated debate all over Europe.162        In the 1924 edition of Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees. The editor F. B. Kaye (1924:cxxxiv) claims that       Mandeville had a profound influence on Smith. “Mandevlle’s treatment of division of labour must have       Made an especial impression on him, for one of the most famous passages on this matter in the Wealth of        Nations – that about the labourer’s coat -  is largely a paraphrase of similar passages in the Fable.” 163 Peter Kivy (1973), in his Note on the text to An Inquiry Concerning Beauty, Order, Harmony and Design       argues that the view held by some “that Hutcheson was not a first-rate moral theorist in his own right can no       l onger be sustained”.  164 Francis Hutcheson On the Social Nature of Man (De Naturali hominum Socialitate Oratio Inaugurlis) 1730. It       was reprinted during Smith’s tenure at Glasgow as Hutcheson’s successor, by the Foulis Press in 1756. 165 Leechman 1754 in the Preface (xi) to Hutcheson’s A System of Moral Philosophy.  166 Gladys Bryson (1945:8): Man and Society; the Scottish Inquiry of the Eighteenth Century. Here quoted from       Hutchison (1988: 35). 167 The Encyclopedia of Philosphy 1967 Volume Four. 
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later in Dublin.168 In these articles he criticises Hobbes and Mandeville for their egoistic theories of morality and Pufendorf for his claim that “no understanding had been implanted by 
nature”. However, his starting point was always the questions raised by Pufendorf. Here it 
should again be pointed out that he, like Carmichael, could not accept Pufendorf’s emphasis on self-interest or his view that there were no moral obligations without rewards and penalties. 
Hutcheson put his emphasis on man’s passions towards altruism and cooperation.169 Therefore, it was natural that, from the outset, Hutcheson continued Carmichael’s practice and based his teaching upon De Officio. He used Carmichael’s edition with his Notes and Supplements. He held Carmichael in high regard and claimed that he was “by far the best 
commentator on that book [Pufendorf’s De Officio]” and that his lecture notes were so good that they were “of much more value than the text”. (Hutcheson 1747:i). It is therefore clear that he was greatly influenced by both Pufendorf and Carmichael. Brown (2002:18) quotes a student 
in Hutcheson’s class in the beginning of the 1740’s “He teaches Mr. Carmichael’s Compend 
on Pufendorf, and speaks with much veneration of him [Carmichael]”.170 
David Murray (1927:508) contends that Hutcheson lectured on Pufendorf’s De Officio until 1742. During these years he developed his owns lecture notes, which were published as a compendium, Philosophiae Moralis Institutio Compendiaria. This student textbook was, as pointed out by William Scott (1900), first published as a compendium in 1742, without his authorization. A new edition, with his consent, was published in 1745. This edition was translated by Hutcheson, or supervised by him, and published in English in 1747 as A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy. As a student textbook it became very popular and was published in three editions in Latin and four editions in English.  To sum up, Hutcheson made 
his students read and study Pufendorf’s De Officio. When he lectured, first using as a textbook De Officio and later his own compend, he makes it clear to his students where he deviates from Pufendorf. Furthermore, urged his students to find the sources and study them carefully.  By 1734-35, Hutcheson had already begun writing a manuscript called A System of Moral Philosophy, which he used in his lectures. It contains, according to Mautner (1999:261), 
”an attempt to give a utilitarian interpretation of the current ideas of natural law and natural rights. It rejects Hobbes’s view of man’s unsocial nature. This work was, as also noted by 
Daniel Carey (2000:v), “by no means identical” with his compendium.171 However, it remained un-published during his lifetime despite the fact that an almost complete version had circulated among friends from 1737. His son, Francis Hutcheson M.D., published it posthumously in 1755, nine years after his death.  
Moral Philosophy Becomes Ethics, Government and Political Economy 
With Carmichael and Hutcheson’s use of Pufendorf’s works on natural law in their classes, the term ‘natural law’ was replaced by ‘moral philosophy’. The transformation of natural law into moral philosophy, which also included political economy, was complete. However, this was 
not the only change that took place. Hutcheson’s textbook, A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy, was divided into three parts: Ethics and the Law of Nature, Economics, and Politics (Hutcheson 1747:i). Although the topics under each heading do not fully coincide with what 
                                                          
168 The University of Glasgow Library confirms that, in all probability, were Samuel Pufendorf’s natural law       works parts of its collection when Hutcheson was a student. 169 Sæther, A (1994): The Model of Human behaviour in Adam Smith and Samuel Pufendorf. Paper presented at       the History of Economic Society Meeting, Babson College. Boston 1994. 170 Wodrow (1843:191) “About this time [i.e. 1730] Mr. Hutcheson comes to Glasgow.  ..  He teaches Mr.       Charmichaels’s compend and Puffendorf and speaks with much veneration of him, which at least is an       evidence of his prudence.” 171 Hutcheson (1747 [2000]), Introduction by Daniel Carey. 
169  
would have been the division today, this division was important for the development of political economy as a science.  
Hutcheson’s textbook was based, as the preface candidly acknowledged, on 
Carmichael’s edition of Pufendorf’s De Officio. Hutcheson himself had no problems admitting 
this fact. In the preface, entitled “To the Students in Universities” he writes:  
“The learned will at once discern how much of this compend is taken from the writings 
of others, from Cicero and Aristotle; and to name no other moderns, from Puffendorf’s smaller work, De officio hominis et civis, which that worthy and ingenious man the late professor Gerschom Carmichael of Glasgow, by far the best commentator on that book, 
has so supplied and corrected that the notes are of much more value than the text.” Ibid. 
He also asked the question why write a new ‘compend’ on a subject when there already exists many good ones. His answer was pedagogical: each lecturer must use his own judgement, his own methods, and create the best account of the subject that he thinks will appeal to his students. Furthermore, he also explained why he does not make references in this ‘compend’:  
“The author once intended to have made references all along to the more eminent writers, ancient or modern, who treated the several subjects. But considering that this could be of no use except to those who have the cited books at hand, and that such could easily by their indexes find the corresponding places for themselves: he spared himself 
that disagreeable and unnecessary labour.” Ibid:iii. Hutcheson makes it clear that this elementary book is for the use of students and not for the learned. When a student has studied this introductory book well he should “go on to greater 
and more important works”. Ibid:iv.  
In the table below a comparison has been made between the chapters in Pufendorf’s 
‘student edition’ De Officio and the chapters in Hutcheson’s compendium A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy was putlished as mentioned in 1747 and his book A System of Moral Philosophy, which was published by his son in 1755. From this table it is clear that Hutcheson 
in his compendium and book follows the outline and structure of Pufendorf’s De Officio almost chapter by chapter. This is also noted by Stephan Buckle (1991:54) in his Natural Law and the Theory of Property. However, it is not only the outline of Pufendorf he follows; a closer 
inspection shows that Pufendorf’s influence is much stronger. The contents of many chapters are simply a free translation of Pufendorf De Officio with the addition of some parts from De Jure Naturae. Where he deviates, Hutcheson follows in many instances Carmichael’s comments in his edition of De Officio, or the comments of Pufendorf’s French editor and translator Barbeyrac in his French editions of De Jure Naturae or De Officio. 
Here it is important to remember that Pufendorf’s De Officio is, as clearly expressed by him in its preface, an abridged version of his eight volume work, De Jure Naturae et Gentium. Hutcheson was familiar with this work and he used it in both his lectures and his writings. When he wrote his compendium and his book on moral philosophy he, in all probability, had both these works ready at hand.  Not many authors have studied the relationship between Pufendorf, Carmichael and Hutcheson. However, a few important sources should be mentioned. Richard Teichgraber 
(1986:21), writes that the chief sources of Hutcheson’s and Smith’s thinking were two seventeenth-century figures who, until very recently, have not figured prominently in the history of eighteenth-century English-speaking thinkers, Grotius and Pufendorf. They both reflected in their writings “a great debt to these highly revered natural law jurists”. Enzo 
Pesciarelli (1989:xviii) notes Pufendorf’s influence on Hutcheson through his teacher, ‘Master 
Carmichael’, who she calls “a divulger in Scotland of the works and thoughts of Pufendorf”.  
Hutcheson’s dependence on Pufendorf is also emphasized by Knud Haakonssen (1996:65): 
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Table. A Comparison of Chapters in the books of Pufendorf and Hutcheson. 
SP De Officio (The Duty of Man and Citizen) 1673 FH A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy 1747 FH A System of Moral Philosophy 1755 Book I Chapter   1. On human action B I. Chap. I, B II. Chap. I. B I. Ch.1, B II. Ch. 1, 2. 2. On the norm of human action, or law in general B II. Chap. II. B I. Ch. 1, 2. 3. On natural law B II. Chap. III. B I. Ch. 1, 2. 4. On the duty of man toward God, or natural     religion B I. Chap. II, III, IV. B I. Ch. 4, 9, 10, 11. 5. On the duty of man toward himself B I. Chap. I, VI. B I. Ch. 3, 4, 5. 6. On mutual duties, and first, that of not     injuring others B I. Chap. V. B I. Ch. 2, 3, 5. 7. On the recognition of the natural equality of     man B II. Chap. IV. B I. Ch. 2, 5. 8. On the common duties of humanity  B I. Ch. 6. 9. On the duties of contracting parties in general B II. Chap. IX.  10. On the duty of the users of language B II. Chap. X. B II. Ch. 10. 11. On the duty of those who takes oath B II. Chap. XI. B II. Ch. 11. 12 On the duty as regard to the acquisition of      ownership B II. Chap. V. B II. Ch. 7. 13. On the duties which results from ownership        per se B II. Chap. VI. B II. Ch. 8. 14.  On value B II. Chap. XII. B II. Ch. 12. 15. On contracts which presuppose the prices of        things, and the duties thence derived B II. Chap. XIII. B II. Ch. 13. 16 The methods of dissolving obligations      arising from agreements B II. Chap. XIV.  
17. On Interpretation B II. Chap. XVII.     Book II Chapters   1. On the natural state of man  B II.  Ch. 4. 2. On conjugal duties B III. Chap. I. B III. Ch. 1. 3. On the duties of parents and children B III. Chap. II. B III. Ch. 2. 4. On the duties of masters and servants B III. Chap. III. B III. Ch. 3. 5. On the impelling cause for the estab. of  a State B III. Chap. IV. B III. Ch. 4. 6. On the internal structures of States B III. Chap. V. B III. Ch. 5. 7. On the functions of the supreme authority B III. Chap. V, VII, VIII. B III. Ch. 7. 8. On the forms of government B III. Chap. VI. B III. Ch. 6. 9. The characteristics of civil authority B III. Chap.  IV.  B III. Ch. 9. 10. On the methods of acquiring authority,       especially monarchical B III. Chap. VII. B III. Ch. 8. 11. On the duty of rulers B III. Chap. VII. B III. Ch. 9. 12. On civil laws in particulars B III. Chap. VIII. B II. Ch. 3. 13. On the power of life and deaths   14. On the reputation   15. On the power of the supreme authority over       property in the State  B III. Ch. 9. 16. On the war and peace B II. Ch. XV. B III. Ch. IX. B III. Ch. 10. 17. On alliances  B III. Chap. X. B III. Ch. 11. 18. On the duties of citizens     “It is incontrovertible that Hutcheson in his published work both criticizes the theory that morality is dependent upon law and expounds a system of natural jurisprudence which is 
largely derived from that of Pufendorf.”    
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Hutcheson Built On Pufendorf There has also been some discussion of how much Hutcheson built on Pufendorf and if their deviations and disagreements were of such magnitude that they should not be considered belonging to the same school of thought. Mautner (1996:194) has examined this issue and concluded:  
“An underlying consensus between the various commentators is, however, to be expected, even if there are disagreements on particular points. A professor who radically disagreed with Pufendorf would have no reason to adopt and lecture on De officio in the first place. The disagreements, therefore, are of the kind that arise within 
a school of thought, not the kind that divide different ones.”  Few economists or historians of economic thought today seem to be aware of it, or are unwilling 
to acknowledge it, Hutcheson’s writings are, as pointed out above, directly influenced by Pufendorf’s natural law works. This direct influence is also clearly indicated by William Taylor (1965) and Mautner (1986).172 The influence from Pufendorf is particularly noticeable when Hutcheson discusses issues of political economy. The table below shows where the topics of political economy can be found in 
Pufendorf’s and Hutcheson’s texts.  Tab. A comparison of political economy in De Officio with Hutcheson’s two books  Topic of political economy/ Books De Officio Hominis et Civis A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy A System of Moral Philosophy  
Theory of Human Behaviour Book I. Ch. 4-7 BI. Ch. I-VI,  BII. Ch. V. BI. Ch.2,3,4,5,9,10,11 Theory of Property and the Four-Stage Theory Book I. Ch..12,13 BII. Ch. V, VI BII. Ch. 7, 8 Theory of Value and  Money Book I. Ch. 14,15 BII. Ch. XII, XIII BII. Ch.12,13 Foundation of States and Councils Book II. Ch. 5-10 BIII. Ch. IV-VIII BIII. CH. 4-9 Division of State Powers and Taxation Book II. Ch. 11, 12 BIII. Ch. VII, VIII BII. Ch. 3 BIII. Ch. 9  Although Hutcheson mostly followed Pufendorf, this inquiry will, acknowledge some important issues where their views departed and he developed his own theories.  Theory of Human Behaviour Hutcheson departed from Pufendorf when he developed his theory of human behaviour. He could not agree with Pufendorf’s emphasis on self-interest as a driving force in human 
behaviour. Mautner (1986:129) and Ian Simson Ross (2010:49) have examined Hutcheson’s inaugural lecture On man’s natural sociality.173Hutcheson made it clear that he wished to continue the tradition of his former teacher, Gershom Carmichael, in making the staple of his courses the classical Stoic tradition, revived in the seventeenth century by Grotius and Pufendorf, of analysis of the social nature of man. Here he argues that there are in the human frame altruistic tendencies, which cannot be reduced to or derived from motives of self-interest. He mentions the Epicureans, Hobbes and Pufendorf, as holding the opposite view. In this 
                                                          172 Thomas Mautner (1986:130) discusses the differences between Pufendorf and Hutcheson on jurisprudence in       his article Pufendorf and the 18th Century Scottish Philosophy He points to some important differences and       claims that Hutcheson, maybe without knowing it, has no genuine right theory. He concluded his analysis       with these words: “On its arrival in Great Britain modern natural law theory was quickly and quietly       pruned. What was presented as jurisprudence was in fact almost from the outset a utilitarism in disguise.”      173 Hutcheson (1730:10-11): De naturali hominum socialitate oratio in auguralis.  
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lecture Hutcheson publicly expresses criticism of Pufendorf. This was probably necessary since, among the clergy of different denominations, there was a lot of scepticism towards 
Pufendorf’s ethical views. Hutcheson therefore put his emphasis on man’s passion towards altruism and co-operation which, he argued, are the major sources of society and of the capacity of human beings to live together amicably and constructively.  
“There are other still more noble senses and more useful: such is that sympathy or fellow-feeling, by which the state and fortune of others affect us exceedingly, so that by the very power of nature, previous to any reasoning and meditation, we rejoice in the prosperity of others, and sorrow with them in their misfortune; as we are disposed to mirth when we see others cheerful, and to weep with those that weep, without any 
consideration of our own Interest.” 1969[1747]:14.  
He also maintained that human motivation and man’s conception of right and wrong are innate and not acquired. These were also the views expressed by Carmichael, but are in sharp contrast 
to Pufendorf’s, who claimed that “no actual understanding of those things has been implanted 
by nature”. For him, man had to be educated to be able to act well in society. Theory of Property In his theory of property, Hutcheson (1969[1747]:150) departed from Pufendorf and, following 
Carmichael, built on Locke’s labour theory of property. “Now no man would employ his labours unless he were assured of having the fruits of them at his own disposal; otherways, all the more 
active and diligent would be a perpetual prey, and a set of slaves, to the slothful and worthless.” This is also noted by Stephen Buckle (1991:54) in his book Natural Law and the Theory of Property Grotius to Hume.  
A stadial theory of development cannot be found in Hutcheson’s work, but it is of interest to note that he, in A System of Moral Philosophy (Ibid:II.iv), discusses the advantages of the division of labour. This he could not have found in Pufendorf, who only stresses the importance of cooperation among men in a commercial society, but does not develop this any further.  Theory of Value, Money and Trade Hutcheson outlines his theory of value and money in A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy. His chapter Of the Values of Goods and of Coin (1747:II.xii) is for example, with some small 
adjustments, mostly taken from Carmichael’s Commentary, more or less a free translation of Pufendorfs De Officio (Bk.I, Ch.14).174 One of the adjustments is that he explicitly uses the term 
‘demand’, which Carmichael had introduced in brackets in his Latin edition of De Officio. Like 
Pufendorf he is aware of the ‘Paradox of value’ and he also warns against debasement of money. 
“No state which holds any commerce with its neighbours can at pleasure alter the values of their coin in proportion to that of goods.” II.xii.14:212.  The Foundation of States and Council 
Pufendorf’s theory of the foundation of states has a rather pessimistic starting point. People took to founding states because “they might fortify themselves against the evils which 
threaten man from man” (De Officio II.v.7). This was changed by Hutcheson to a more positive view: ”Tis highly probable therefore that not only the dread of injuries, but eminent virtues, 
and our natural high approbation of them have engaged men at first to form civil societies” 
Hutcheson (1747:III.iv:280). Thereafter, Hutcheson follows Pufendorf closely in his belief that two contracts and a decree in between the two are necessary.  
“First a contract of each with all, that they shall unite into one society to be governed by one council. And next a decree or ordinance of the people, concerning the plan of government, and the nomination of the governors; and lastly another covenant or 
                                                          
174 This view has also been noted by Luigi Cossa (1893:251) An Introduction to the Study of Political      Economy.  London. Here taken from Raymond de Roover (1974:303). 
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contract between these governors and the people, binding the rulers to a faithful administration of their trust, and the people to their obedience.” 1747.III.v:286. In A Short Introduction Hutcheson (2000[1747]:III.vi.292) claims that when power is committed to a council, the will of the state is determined by the majority unless a supermajority is required. He also touches on the problem when a question of three or more parts are put to the vote. This is very close to Pufendorf in his De Officio (II.vi.12.108). In his System, which as mentioned, built on his lecture notes from 1734-35, he has some more illustrative 
descriptions, probably derived from Pufendorf’s De Jaure Naturae (VII.ii.16-18, 990-993). It is always understood that if there are no special limitation in the constitution “the majority of 
the council have the right of determining the matters proposed”. (1747:III.vi.1,240). The will of 
the council is that “which has the plurality of votes”. However, he recommends that a certain number of the council members should be present to make the council the proper representation; 
“otherwise different small cabals at different times may make the most contrary decrees”. 
Ibid:241. It is also highly prudent that, when decisions is going to be made in affairs of great 
importance, more than a bare majority should be requisite, “such as two-thirds, or three-fifths; 
“particularly in altering any of the ancient laws, or in condemning any person impeached”. 
Ibid. He also stresses that precautions should be taken against an obvious fallacy if there are three propositions to be voted on. In a council of a hundred there might be thirty-four favouring one proposition and thirty-three favouring each of the other two. The result being that thirty-four might decide against sixty-six. Such cases may generally be reduced; first into a simple question of two parts, and when one of these have been determined, it may be sub-divided again into another question of two parts if necessary. The same method should take place in the elections to offices where there are three or more candidates. There should first be a vote to decide the two candidates with most votes. The candidates with fewest should be left out in the decisive vote between the other two. Division of State Powers and Principles of Taxation  The powers that are requisite for governing a people are the power of making laws, the power of exacting revenues, the executive power, and the power of making treaties. Ibid. 288-289.  The forms of states that Hutcheson discusses are the same as Pufendorf’s: monarchy, aristocracy and democracy, although he subdivides them differently. A monarchy can be either absolute, when the whole administration “is committed to the prudence of the monarch”, or limited, when “certain rights are reserved for the people”. (1947.III.v:298) Each of these can be subdivided into hereditary or elective. The elective princes can be chosen for life or for a certain term. Likewise, there can be several kinds of aristocracy. It can be absolute or limited, hereditary or elective, perpetual or temporary. If it is temporary and new senators are elected by the people and any free citizen may stand as a candidate, the council is rather democratic. There are also, according to Hutcheson, different kinds of democracies.  After a discussion of the advantages and inconveniences attending each of the forms of government, Hutcheson expresses a preference for a mixed form of government. A brief outline 
may be of interest. Hutcheson’s government consists of a council of delegates, an assembly. This assembly should be duly elected by a general popular vote. Furthermore, he contends that 
“it seems advisable that a large share of the civil power should be lodged in such a body; such as that of enacting laws and even determining definitively the most weighty affairs of 
deliberation.” Ibid:300. It should also have a senate of a few, whose members should have approved their abilities and fidelity “in discharging the great offices of the common-wealth”. Ibid. This senate should be entrusted “with the sole right of deliberating, debating and 
proposing business to the popular assembly”. Ibid. In both the assembly and the senate it may be proper to contrive a rotation, new members gradually succeeding the old so that neither of the councils have more than one third inexperienced members. And lastly to take care “for sudden unexpected exigencies or dangers, and for secret and speedy execution of what the 
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publick interest may require”, some sort of regal power is requisite. The regal power has its foundation in the laws of the country and its power “may be committed to the command in war 
and the execution of laws”. This branch may also be an arbitrator and hold the balance between the assembly and the senate. Ibid:301.  When a state has been established with its proper government, Hutcheson follows Pufendorf and claims that it had the right to exact tributes from its subjects by law. However, this right is not unconditional. What is exacted should not be more than what is requisite for the prudent administration of public affairs.  In his System of Moral Philosophy Hutcheson outlines his principles of taxation in Book III in a chapter Of the Nature of Civil Laws and their Execution.175He mainly follows 
Pufendorf’s theories in De Jure Naturae. In a short and concise sentence, he explains that taxes should preferably be levied on luxuries rather than on necessities, on imports rather than exports. “As to taxes for defraying the publick expenses, these are most convenient which are laid on matters of luxury and splendour, rather than the necessaries of life; on foreign products 
and manufactures, rather than domestic.” (1755. III.7:340). He stresses that duties on imports are often necessary to encourage industry at home. “Goods prepared for export should generally 
be free from all burdens of taxes.” Ibid. Unmarried people should pay higher taxes than married since “they are not at change of rearing new subjects to the state”. Ibid: 319.  Taxes, as also emphasized by Pufendorf, should be economical in the sense that they should be; “easily raised without many expensive offices for collecting them.” Hutcheson emphasized that taxes should be just.  “But above all, a just proportion to the wealth of people 
should be observed in whatever is raised from them.” Ibid.    To obtain a just tax system it will be necessary with a census or “an estimation made of 
all the wealth of private families”. Such a census should be carried out at frequently recurring 
periods, once in five, six or seven years. Hutcheson’s view on the necessity of a census is interesting since Pufendorf contends that it would be most difficult for a state to find out every 
citizen’s yearly income, “nor could a general property census be taken so often”. 176 Hutcheson claims that with a census, it would be conceivable to have a tax system where all are “burdened 
proportionally to their wealth”. Ibid 341. Furthermore, it would be possible to have a tax system that is not oppressive and that no one pays more than their neighbours do.  
Hutcheson’s Influence Hutcheson was a reformer and a libertarian who believed like Pufendorf that the world could, and should, be better organized by application of reason. It was according to Edwin George West (1976:42-43) Hutcheson and not Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) who originated the famous phrase, “the greatest happiness of the greatest number.”  We know that Smith and David Hume (1711-1776), also a friend of Hutcheson, had a very high opinion of their mentor, and both were greatly influenced and inspired by him. There is good reason to believe that Hutcheson made not only Smith but all his students familiar with 
the works of the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf’s works in particular. Alec Lawrence Macfie (1952:127) writes in an article Note on the growth of political economy that 
Smith’s indebtedness to Hutcheson “is certainly greater than a mere reference to sources can 
show.” West (1976:42) in his book Adam Smith the Man and his Works wrote that there is no doubt that Smith was greatly influenced by several of his teachers at University of Glasgow, the most influential being “his never to be forgotten teacher” Professor Hutcheson. ”It is 
certainly from him that our economist seems to have acquired the feeling and respect “natural 
liberty and justice”. Pesciarelli (1989:xix) claims that Hutcheson transmitted to Smith, 
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Pufendorf’s way of thinking, and in particular; “a view of society represented as an enormous 
arena of dealers, buyers and sellers”. It is clear that Hutcheson, being Smith’s predecessor in the Glasgow chair exerted positive influence on his students in general and Smith in particular. 
Hutcheson’s importance as an author and as a professor and successful teacher at the University of Glasgow was recognized even in his own time. The University made him serve on numerous university committees. He carried substantial, although controversial, weight in the creation of a new, more liberal “forward university policy”.  Hutcheson, as mentioned, drew many students to the University of Glasgow and to his own lectures in moral philosophy. Many of these students, who also belonged to important families with power, took up, later in life, important positions in politics, public administration, and college or university education, both in the United Kingdom and in the colonies.  One 
student that entered the university in 1737 and took up a seat in Hutcheson’s class in moral philosophy was Adam Smith. There can be no doubt that Hutcheson had a profound influence Smith, and this will also be discussed in some details in the next chapter.  Here it should, however be mentioned that William Robert Scott (1900:230-33) in his Hutcheson biography, compares his Introduction to Moral Philosophy (1747) and System of Moral Philosophy (1755) with Adam Smith’s works. He found that the economic topics such as division of labour, theory of value, money, state and foreign trade, and maxims of taxation discussed by Hutcheson are repeated by Smith in his Lectures on Jurisprudence and again in The Wealth of Nations. Scott realised that Hutcheson’s System of Moral Philosophy contained 
many reproductions of the views of Pufendorf, Grotius and Locke upon ‘Politics and 
Economics’. However, he does not seem to be aware of how closely Hutcheson builds on Pufendorf.  His argument is rather weak:  
“It might, of course, be contended that Smith consulted the authorities direct; but when it is remembered that he heard these very passages read and expounded in the Glasgow classroom, and further that the System of Moral Philosophy was published a few years after his appointment to the Chair of Moral Philosophy, when he would be preparing 
his own lectures, it seems reasonable to trace Hutcheson’s influence here.” Ibid:231-232.  Today Hutcheson is by many seen as the forerunner of the social theories of the Scottish Enlightenment. These theories gained influence far beyond the borders of Scotland. According 
too many, e.g Donald Winch (1978) and David Norton (1982), he influenced both Hume’s A Treatise of Human Nature and Smith’s Wealth of Nations. The question of who influenced Adam Smith will be discussed in the next chapter. 
His influence in America was considerable. Hutcheson’s compendium, A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy, was used as a textbook at several American colleges, e.g College of Philadelphia, College of New Jersey (Princeton University), Harvard College, in the second half of the eighteenth century. Norman Fiering (1981:199) in his Moral Philosophy at Seventeenth-Century Harvard claimed that Hutcheson was “probably the most influential and 
respected moral philosopher in America in the eighteenth century”.  Several of the Founding Fathers therefore had a good knowledge of the ideas of the moral philosophers in general and in particular Pufendorf and Hutcheson. Garry Wills in his Inventing America from 1978, argues that the phrasing of the Declaration of Independence was 
due largely to Hutcheson’s direct influence. A comparison of Hutcheson’s favoured government with the constitution of the United States unveils also an astonishing degree of compatibility.177  
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Chapter 16. Pufendorf as a Predecessor of Adam Smith  
The previous chapter ended with the fact that Adam Smith entered the University of Glasgow 
in 1737 and took up a seat in Professor Hutcheson’s class in moral philosophy. This chapter contains five parts. The first is a short biography of Smith. The second, outlines how four 
biographers of Smith look at his sources. The third discusses how a few editors of Smith’s books viewed his sources. The fourth contains a summary of the established facts of Smith’s 
study and use of Pufendorf’s writings in his lectures at Edinburgh and Glasgow. The fifth describes how Smith used Pufendorf when he developed his theories of political economy.  
All authors and scholars are influenced by their childhood, education and career. Adam Smith is no exception. His ideas that he first presented in his freelance lectures at Edinburg, and later at University of Glasgow when he took up his chair, and thereafter in his books have been amalgamated and developed from his student years at the universities of Glasgow and Oxford, from his self-studies and from his extensive readings of available literature. His travel to France, and his discussions with members of the Physiocratic group might also have had an influence on this thinking and on his writings. The questions concerning Adam Smith’s originality and which sources he used when he developed his own theories have been debated since the publication of his Theory of Moral Sentiments in 1759 and The Wealth of Nations in 1776. Consequently, there have been many 
authors who have speculated on Smith’s major sources and which, if any, had a substantial influence on the economic theories he developed and described in his writings. Pufendorf comes out prominently in but a few of the accounts of Smith’s antecedents.  
A Short Biography of Adam Smith  
Adam Smith (1723-90) was born in Kirkcaldy, Scotland in 1723. In 1737 he matriculated    at the late age of fourteen, in the University of Glasgow, a place that at this time drew students from all over Europe.  At Glasgow he studied under several members of the academic staff, but two had, in particular, a major influence on him. These were Professor Robert Simson (1687-1768), who taught mathematics, including Eucludian geometry,178and, most notably in this connection, Professor Francis Hutcheson, who taught moral philosophy.  Smith completed his course for the Master of Arts degree with distinction and graduated in 1740. Being one of the best students, he won a Snell Exhibition Scholarship at Balliol College, Oxford. The scholarship was for eleven yeaars, but Smith decided to leave after the sixth year. These years were long and not very happy with apparently no visits home in the interim. Later he spoke very harshly of the anti-Scot prejudice of the professors. He also mentioned that their rather boring lectures could not inspire him. Balliol College at that time was not the institution it is today. James McCosh (1885:164) tells us in his Scottish Philosophy, for example, that at Oxford, when the heads of the College found Smith reading Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature, they seized the work and reprimanded the youth. Smith used the libraries of the University Colleges, read Greek, Roman and modern literature, studied the works of the natural law philosophers in general and Samuel Pufendorf in particular, and expanded his language knowledge, particularly French. However, he deceided after six years to cancel his Snell scholarship and in August 1746 he returned to Scotland as a well-educated academic.  
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The next two years he spent quietly at home, probably uncertain of what to do, but undoubtedly continuing his self-studies. In 1748, he was invited by leaders of a local philanthropic society to give a series of lectures in Edinburgh. He moved to Edinburgh and in the next couple of years, he delivered lectures on rhetoric and belles-lettres. In these lectures, Smith used his notes from the classes Hutcheson had taught. He made his final course in Edinburgh in 1751 one of jurisprudence.  In 1751, Smith accepted an offer of a Chair in Logic at the University of Glasgow. After only a year he moved to the Chair in Moral Philosophy that Hutcheson, his former teacher, had occupied. He started his full course in Moral Philosophy in the autumn of 1752. In this course, he lectured on the same topics as Hutcheson before him. Thomas Mautner (1986:121), in his Pufendorf and 18th-century Scottish Philosophy, points out that part two and three of 
Hutcheson’s compendium A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy, in which natural jurisprudence is expounded, was the text that Adam Smith agreed to teach when he was appointed to the university. He adds, “there is unmistaken traces of it in his later lectures on 
jurisprudence”.  Smith therefore used Hutcheson’s compend together with his notes from his lectures in Edinburgh. In the next few years, he developed his own lecture notes and, based on these, published his The Theory of Moral Sentiments in 1759. This book covered the ethical part of his course. The book turned out to be a success. A second, revised edition appeared two years later in 1761.179 The work was widely praised and it gained quite an audience and it saw 
six editions in Smith’s lifetime.  The book ends with a promise to produce a further book on jurisprudence but unfortunately he did not keep his promise. However, in 1895 Professor Edwin Cannan (1861-1935) became aware of a manuscript, which according to the title page consisted of ‘JURIS PRUDENCE or Notes from the lectures in Justice, Police, Revenue and Arms’ delivered by Adam Smith. It has been determined that this manuscript relates to lectures that Smith held in 1763-64. In 1958, the late Professor John M. Lothian (1896-1970) discovered two sets of lecture notes made by former students of Smith. One related to Smith’s lectures on rhetoric and belles lettres as delivered in 1762-3 and the other related to his lectures on jurisprudence delivered at the same time.180 It should also be mentioned that another important manuscript from Smith’s pen, has been found. It probably dates from before 1763181 and has been given the title An early draft of part of the Wealth of Nations.182 
During the 1750’s and 60’s Smith produced some smaller dissertations and essays. The best known being A dissertation on the Origin of Languages and an Essay on the History of Astronomy. Smith held many important positions at the university and was, for example, elected both Dean of the Faculty and Vice Rector.  In 1764, Adam Smith resigned from his Chair at the University of Glasgow and accepted a position as tutor to the young Duke of Buccleuth. Together, from 1764 until 1766, they toured France, Switzerland and Italy. The last 9 months they stayed in Paris where Smith had the 
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opportunity to meet and discuss political economy with Francois Quesnay, Anne Robert Turgot and others belonging to the group that was later called the Physiocrats. Smith returned to his hometown in 1767. A generous pension from the Duke enabled Smith to spend most of his time in the next years writing.  This led to the publication of his second book and major work in political economy, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, in 1776. In his lifetime, Adam Smith saw five editions of this book in English and translations into German, Danish/Norwegian and French. The book earned Smith tremendous fame and the reputation as The Father of Modern Political Economy. In 1778, at the request of the Duke of Buccleuch, Smith was appointed as one of the Commissioner of Customs for Scotland and he moved to Edinburgh, taking his mother with him. He held this appointment until his death in 1790. Finally, it should be mentioned that Adam Smith in 1787 was elected to the honorary position as Rector Magnificus of the University of Glasgow.  
Four Biographers On Adam Smith 
The discussion of the authors and sources that Smith used in his writings focuses on four of his biographers. The first rather short biography of Smith, Accounts of the Life and Writings of Adam Smith, LL. D, was presented to the Royal Society of Edinburgh in 1793 by Dugald Stewart (1981[1793]), a contemporary that knew him well. It was published in the transaction of the 
Royal Society in 1794. Stewart does not undertake any serious investigation into Adam Smith’s life as a student at the University of Glasgow or at University of Oxford. There is very little discussion about what courses he undertook or what books he read. He only refers to a fellow 
student, Dr. Maclaine of The Hague, who told him that Smith’s favourite pursuits at Glasgow were mathematics and natural philosophy. Mathematics was taught by the celebrated Dr. Simpson. Ibid:270. Stewart also stressed that “the influence of his early taste for the Greek 
geometry may be remarked in the elementary clearness and fullness, …, with which he frequently states his political reasoning”. Ibid:271. However, he asserts that it was Professor Hutcheson that had a considerable influence on Smith. “The lectures of the profound and 
eloquent Dr. Hutcheson, … had, it may be reasonable presumed, a considerable effect in 
directing his talent to their proper objects”. Ibid. The fact that Hutcheson used Carmichael’s 
edition of Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his course in Moral Philosophy is not mentioned by Stewart.  
About Smith’s lecturing in Edinburgh, he only contends: “In the year 1748 he fixed his residence at Edinburgh and during that and the following years, read lectures on rhetoric and 
belles lettres, under the patronage of Lord Kames.” Ibid:272. When Smith delivered his Moral Philosophy class at the University of Glasgow as early as 1752-53, Stewart asserts that these lectures contained the fundamental principles of The Wealth of Nations. Ibid:361. However, there 
are no thorough discussions of Smith’s sources in Stewart’s accounts.  
Stewart’s account remained the most commonly known biography until the end of the 19th century when John Rae (1965[1895]) published: The Life of Adam Smith.183 Rae contends that Smith attended three sessions at University of Glasgow and went through classes in Latin, Greek, Mathematics and Moral Philosophy. Ibid:9. He mentions both Professor Alexander Dunlop who taught Greek, Professor Robert Simson who taught Mathematics and Professor Francis Hutcheson who taught Moral Philosophy. However, he wrote that “The most powerful and enduring influence he came under at Glasgow was undoubtedly that of Hutcheson – the 
                                                          
183 With an introduction “Guide to John Rae’s Life of Adam Smith” by Jacob Viner. 
179  
never-to-be-forgotten Hutcheson. No other man, indeed, whether teacher or writer, did so much 
to awaken Smith’s mind or give a bent to his ideas.” Ibid:11. Smith’s strong love for liberty must have been, if not first kindled, at any rate quickened by contact with Hutcheson. If Smith was 
any man’s disciple, he was Hutcheson. Rae claims that Hutcheson was the first professor to give up lecturing in Latin and to speak to his audience in their own tongue. Rae emphasizes that Hutcheson’s name does not occur in any history of political economy but he lectured systematically on that subject. Ibid:14. Furthermore, Rae explains that Smith never said that his time at Oxford was wasted and that he publicly expressed gratitude for his residence at the University. “He read deeply and 
widely in many subjects and in many languages.” Ibid:22. To this can be added that Balliol College possessed one of the best college libraries at Oxford. Nevertheless, Rae does mention that Smith, at Oxford, was once reprimanded because: “he was one day detected reading 
Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature.” Ibid:24. When Smith gave his lectures at Edinburgh, Rae claims that he delivered a course in political economy in 1750-51. 
Neither Stewart nor Rae have any references to books that Smith’s professors in general and Hutcheson in particular had on their course curriculum. The fact that Hutcheson used 
Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his Moral Philosophy class when Smith was a student is not recognised.   William Robert Scott (1965 [1937]) carefully used the archives on Smith, held at University of Glasgow, when he wrote his book Adam Smith as Student and Professor.  In his account on 
Smith’s stay at Glasgow, he points to a college friend, Dr. Archibald Maclaine (Minister of the Scottish Church at The Hague) who told Dugald Stewart that Adam Smith’s favourite pursuits were Mathematica and Natural Philosophy. Ibid:34. Furthermore, he claims that it is generally agreed that Smith was strongly influenced by his teachers at Glasgow especially “his never to 
be forgotten” Hutcheson. It is also clear that Hutcheson had De Jure Naturae ready at hand when he prepared his lectures. Scott reconsiders his own opinion as it was presented in his biography on Hutcheson that he published in 1900. In that book, he contends that “Adam Smith cannot have worked from [Hutcheson’s] the System or the Compend, though the latter had appeared in Latin in 1742 and in English in 1747, but he may have used his notes of 
Hutcheson’s lectures and it will appear later that there is reason to think he did so.” Ibid:57. He asserts that the use of the writings of Grotius was a tradition in the Moral Philosophy class that Smith followed, and at this time: “his teacher, Francis Hutcheson, was using as one of his text-books, the edition by Gershom Carmichael, his predecessor, of Puffendorf’s De 
Officio Hominis et Civis; Barbeyrac’s edition was also referred to.” Ibid:112. However, Scott contends that Pufendorf’s book dealt with jurisprudence and that the ethical and economic sections are few. This claim might be contested considering this investigation. Neither the ethics nor the political economy sections are few, but admittedly short due to the fact that this book is an abridged version of his main natural law work. Importantly, Scott also admits that Smith in 
his final course at Edinburgh returned to Carmichael’s treatment of Pufendorf making his course one of Jurisprudence within which there were large ethical and economic parts”. 
Ibid:112. Nevertheless, this fact does not impress Scott enough to persuade him to investigate a possible connection between the writings of Pufendorf and Smith.  The previously mentioned American historian of economic thought, Warren B. Catlin (1962), in his The Progress of Economics examines these three Scottish biographers of Adam Smith. He claims that Scott “has had a vested interest in Smithian lore because of his position 
at University of Glasgow”. Ibid:20. He concludes that they all “have displayed some of their natural clannishness and pride in trying to show that his ideas were of indigenous growth and 
owed little, if anything, to outside sources”. Ibid:138.  
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Ian Simpson Ross (2010) in his The Life of Adam Smith is the most recent book that gives a full account of Smith as a student, teacher, moral philosopher, rhetorician, historian, customs 
official and economist. It also places Smith’s written work in the context of his life and times.  Ross asserts that: “The foundation for Smith’s rise to fame as a professor and man of letters 
was laid in his student years in the ‘Old College’ of Glasgow.” Ibid:34. Smith was influenced by all his teachers but, in particular, John Simpson and Francis Hutcheson. “Responding positively to Simpson’s teaching of Euclid, Smith acquired a distinct intellectual orientation in 
formulating social science systems.” Ibid:45. However, Ross contends that Simpson’s influence was exceeded by that of Hutcheson, who taught moral philosophy in which he used Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook. Furthermore, Ross suggests that in his final year at Glasgow, Smith also could have benefited from Hutcheson’s teaching in a ‘private’ class on the ‘Lessons on the 
Law of Nature and Nations,’ “which probably examined more deeply Pufendorf’s view on 
natural jurisprudence”. Ibid:51. Ross emphasizes that there is every reason to believe that Smith 
“received great intellectual stimulation at Glasgow from his teachers and fellow students”. Ibid:55. His ability and promise were recognised with the award of a Snell Exhibition to Balliol College Oxford. Ross also claims that Smith in his fourth year at Oxford chose to follow not the path of ordination intended for the Snell Exhibitioners, but rather that of a student in civil law.184Ibid:67. 
“Possibly he continued the study of Grotius and Pufendorf, authors read at Oxford (Barton:597-9) to whom he was introduced at Glasgow by Hutcheson.” Ibid. Ross contends that 
by the time of Smith’s freelance lectures in civil law at Edinburgh, it did not mean, as it often does, Roman law: “Rather it meant the Grotius-Pufendorf tradition of the ‘Laws of Nature and 
Nations’.” Ibid:104.  Furthermore, Ross contends that Smith seems to have adopted a stadial theory of social formation to identify origins of institutions, such as the justice system, and account for changes in them. The four stages development of government institutions arising in turn from hunting and fishing, pastoralism, agriculture and commerce, as modes of subsistence. Ibid:123. He asserts 
that Smith has extended Montesquieu’s idea about stages. The fact that Montesquieu’s most important source was Pufendorf is not recognized nor is the probability that Smith  received this idea directly from Pufendorf. Ross contends that Smith’s primary source was his mentor at the University of Glasgow, Francis Hutcheson. 
In his first lectures on jurisprudence at Glasgow in the early 1750’s, Ross claims that 
Smith used Hutcheson’s Latin compendium from 1742. Furthermore, that it was from 
Hutcheson’s concept of natural jurisprudence that Smith’s teaching about economics took its origin. Ibid:120., Ross seems to have missed that Hutcheson relied heavily on Pufendorf, a fact fact that Hutcheson himself admits. Smith extended the natural-law tradition of Grotius and Pufendorf, relayed through Carmichael and Hutcheson, in his discussion of topics in political economy like value and exchange.  
Returning to the question of influences on Smith’s formulation of economics, Ross claims again, later in his account, that Smith had been stimulated by Hutcheson’s analytical treatment of economics. Referring to an article by Skinner (1995:113-119), Ross allows that 
Smith’s teacher, of course, had been inspired in part by his study of Pufendorf’s treatment of the principles of political economy. Ibid:291. However, this does not lead Ross to a closer 
investigation of Pufendorf’s possible influence on Smith.  
Smith’s biographers, Stewart, Rae, Scott and Ross, all maintain that Smith’s primary source was his mentor at University of Glasgow, Francis Hutcheson. Both Scott and Ross 
recognise that Hutcheson used Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook. Scott, however, claims 
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that Pufendorf’s book dealt with jurisprudence and that the economic sections are few. Ross in several places refers to the natural law tradition of Grotius and Pufendorf, and he claims that 
Hutcheson must have been stimulated by Pufendorf’s writings. However, he does not, in an otherwise well researched book, investigate the fact that Hutcheson used Pufendorf’s natural law works extensively when writing his own natural law works. Nor does he analyse to what degree Smith was influenced by his reading of Pufendorf.  Hutcheson taught his students to investigate sources and his disagreement with Pufendorf, on for example the importance of self-interest, would have sent students of Smith’s calibre to examine the sources. However, this aspect has not been recognised by any of these biographers.185 Pufendorf’s Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis and De Jure Naturae et Gentium Smith could, as mentioned, in all probability have found in the University of Glasgow library186 and in the libraries of the University of Oxford colleges.   Editors of Smith’s Books 
This investigation will continue with surveys of the introductions by a few editors of Adam 
Smith’s The Wealth of Nations, Theory of Moral Sentiments and Lectures on Jurisprudence. In an edition of The Wealth of Nations published in 1904 and reprinted in 1937 and 1976, Edwin Cannan (1976:xxxvi) sets out in his Editor’s Introduction to trace Smith’s sources.187 First, he investigates and absolves Smith from obligations to the Physiocrats in his Lectures on Jurisprudence. He claims that the notes that made up these lectures were not influenced by the Physiocrats since there is no trace of their theories there. However, there are many such traces in the Wealth of Nations, since in the meantime “Smith had been to France 
and mixed with all the prominent members there of the ‘sect’, including their master Quesnay”.  Cannan also discusses Smith’s references to his teacher, Hutcheson. Cannan is of the opinion that we may believe that Adam Smith was influenced in the general direction of liberalism by Hutcheson. He adds that Smith was largely influenced by the tradition of his chair 
in selecting his economic subjects. However, there is no reason for attributing to Hutcheson’s influence the belief in the economic beneficence of self-interest, and that it works for the benefit of the whole community. This notion of economic beneficence permeates The Wealth of Nations, and has generated much speculation about where the idea came from. It could not have 
been Hutcheson who inspired Smith’s famous remark: “’It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard from their 
own interest’. He may have obtained a general love of liberty from Hutcheson, but whence did he obtain the belief that self-interest works for the benefit of the whole economic community?”  
Ibid:xlviii.188 After having pointed out that Smith might have evolved his theories entirely in his own 
mind after he left Hutcheson’s class, Cannan dismisses Hutcheson as the major source and stops with the earlier mentioned Bernard de Mandeville. “But it seems probable - we cannot safely say more - that he was assisted by his study of Mandeville, a writer who has had little justice 
done him in histories of economics, … .” Ibid. Cannan does not seem to be aware of Pufendorf’s 
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182  
emphasis on self-interest and that both Mandeville and Smith had studied Pufendorf’s natural law works. 
The 1904 Cannan edition of Smith’s The Wealth of Nations was republished in 1937 with an introduction by Max Lerner and, again, in 1976, with a preface by George J. Stigler. These economists also point to the pursuit of self-interest as the foundation of Smith’s analysis. Lerner (1937:viii) writes that the basic principles are simple. “First, Smith assumes that the prime psychological drive in man as an economic being is the drive of self-interest. Secondly, he assumes the existence of a natural order in the universe, which makes all the individual strivings for self-interest add up to the social good. Finally, from these postulates, he concludes that the best program is to leave the economic process severely alone - what has come to be known as laissez-faire, economic liberalism, or non-interventionism.” Stigler (1976:xi) express it in these words: “The fundamental explanation of man’s behaviour, in Smith’s view, is found in the rational, persistent pursuit of self-interest. In a celebrated passage - Smith is the 
economist’s Shakespeare in providing quotations - he says: But man has an almost constant occasion for the help of his brethren, and it is in vain for him to expect it from their benevolence only. He will be more likely to prevail if he can interest their self-love in his favour, and show them that it is for their own advantage to do for him what he requires of them ... . It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker, that we can expect our dinner, but 
from their regard to their own interest.” This drive of self-interest, which modern economists relabelled ‘utility-maximizing behavior’, is according to Stiegler, always present in The Wealth of Nations. Neither, Lerner nor Stigler speculate on who could have been Smith’s source. Pufendorf is not mentioned as a possible source for Smith by either Cannan, Lerner or Stigler.   A new edition of the first three books of The Wealth of Nations was published in 1970. It had an extensive introduction to Smithian economics by Professor Andrew Skinner, who was then based at the University of Glasgow. This edition has run to several reprints with and without revisions. In his Introduction, Skinner (1970:5) divides his analysis into three sections. First, 
he concerns himself with Smith’s social philosophy, from his analysis in Theory of Moral Sentiments of man’s disposition to, and fitness for, society. Second, he considers Smith’s views on the form and historical origin of the particular type of social structure that is assumed in the economic sections of The Wealth of Nations. Third, he outlines the content and purpose of 
Smith’s economics. During his account, Skinner successfully tries to elucidate the interconnections that exist between these formerly separated areas of Smith’s thought. He starts 
by stating that Smith’s The Theory of Moral Sentiment has much in common with the works of contemporaries, such as Hutcheson, David Hume, George Turnbull (1698-1748), Thomas Reid (1710-96), Henry Home (Lord Kames) (1696-1782), Adam Ferguson (1723-1816) and Stewart, who comprised a distinctive School of Scottish Philosophy. Skinner claims that Smith had much 
in common with this school. The School’s main debt, in respect to method, was due to Sir Isaac Newton and his ‘experimental method’, which they had suggested could also be applied to moral philosophy. The work of the School shows a concern for the nature of human behaviour and with the observation that man is generally found in a social state, not one of isolation. From 
Skinner’s (1970:26) representation of Smith’s basic ideas of human behaviour, it becomes clear that Smith “worked in terms of two sets of human ‘propensities’: those which are ‘selfish’ in 
character and those which are ‘social’” Propensities of the latter kind are ‘the fellow feeling 
for’, or interest in the situation of others and ‘the desire to be approved of’ by other men in society. The question, then, is how these ‘propensities’ work for the common good.    In the field of the history of civil society, Skinner asserts that Smith may be regarded as the founder of a school that included Ferguson, Lord Kames and John Millar (1735-1801). The 
School’s distinctive contribution was to a type of inquiry now known as ‘philosophical history’. Skinner contends that the approach used by the Scottish historians was novel.  
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In his economic analysis, Smith attempted, by Skinner’s account, to explain the modus operandi of a modern exchange economy. Individual pursuit of self-interest would work for the common good only through the utilization of the division of labour and with restraints on damages to people and property.,. 
Skinner does not include in his presentation any thorough discussion of Smith’s sources. He seems to believe that his basic ideas were homegrown. Concerning Smith’s social philosophy, he only mentions its commonality with the works of his contemporaries in the Scottish School, and cites a reference that Smith followed Hume when he stated that man is possessed of a certain ‘fellow feeling’. In a footnote, Skinner also mentions Smith’s disagreement with his old teacher, Hutcheson, over self-interest as an acceptable driving force 
behind human behaviour and Hutcheson’s denial that actions based on self-love could ever be 
regarded as virtuous. Skinner does not in any way assert that Smith’s ‘system’ is perfect or that his handling of particular problems is always superior to that found in the works of his contemporaries, such as Turgot or Hume. However, he claims that Smith’s grasp of the interdependence of economic phenomena was not equalled even by that other great system-builder of the period, Sir James Steuart (1713-1788).  
This author finds it strange that Skinner’s discussion does not include any of the natural law philosophers or other continental philosophers. How he could miss the strong influence these philosophers had on the Scottish Enlightenment is surprising. Skinner could not have been 
unaware of Pufendorf’s claims that the driving forces behind human behaviour is self-interest and sociability. However, in a later article Skinner (1995) seems to have recognised that Pufendorf must have had some influence on Smith.  In his Introduction to an Everyman’s Library edition of The Wealth of Nations, the editor David D. Raphael (1991:xi-xxvii) gives a short account of Smith’s biography and the sources for the fundamental ideas of this great work. He claims that Smith received his initial stimulus from his gifted teacher Hutcheson, whose lectures on moral philosophy also included general 
principles of law and politics, as well as ethical theory. Hutcheson’s lectures on politics gave much attention to jurisprudence and economics. Ibid:xi. Raphael also brings forward the idea that Smith, in his Glasgow Lectures on jurisprudence, acknowledged his indebtedness to Hume, but added that Hume had not decisively rejected the view that national wealth lies in money alone. This view Smith regarded as a fundamental error of mercantilism. Raphael claims that it was the Physiocrats, whom Smith met during his stay in Paris, 
who had the most influence on Smith’s economics. His debt to them arose from Francois 
Quesnay’s Tableau economique. Ibid:xiv. Furthermore, he contends that Smith, “made use of 
Quesnay’s scheme in developing his own, more elaborate, theory of the distribution of income derived from production, and he was perhaps also influenced by the example Quesnay afforded 
of finding a connected system of economic phenomena.” Ibid:xv.  In Raphael’s Introduction there is no indication of the literature Hutcheson used in his teaching or what sources he referred to. Furthermore, he does not discuss the sources Smith used when he wrote his Theory of Moral Sentiments or gave his lectures on jurisprudence at Edinburgh or as a professor at University of Glasgow. David D. Raphael and Alec Lawrence Macfie (1982) were co-editors Smith’s first book, The Theory of Moral Sentiments from 1759.189 They claim that this work arose from Smith’s moral philosophy lectures between 1751 and 1758 to students at the University of Glasgow. In this work on ethics, Smith claims that the individual pursuit of self-interest, mitigated by man’s 
feeling of sympathy i.e., respect and compassion for others made possible by man’s ability to put himself in the position of another, would guarantee a harmonious society. 
                                                          
189 An exact reproduction of the Oxford University Press 1976 edition was done by Liberty Press, Indiana in       1982. The references are to this edition.  
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The primary source of Smith’s ethical thoughts, they claim, is basically Stoic. “It also 
fundamentally affects his economic theory.” Ibid:5. Like other scholars of his day, Smith was well versed in ancient philosophy, and he often refers to Plato, Aristotle and Cicero. His text is illustrated by lengthy passages from several authors but we should remember that three writers on whom Smith chiefly draws from Stoic doctrines are Epictetus, Marcus Aurelius and Cicero. Raphael and Macfie do not seem to be aware of the fact that Pufendorf also draws upon these same authors by quoting Cicero 216 times, Aurelius 24 times and Epictetus 9 times.  
Smith’s ethical doctrines are, they claim, a combination of Stoic and Christian virtues, 
or rather a combination of Stoicism and Hutcheson’s ethical theory, since he resolved all virtue into benevolence with a philosophical version of the Christian ethic of love. Ibid:6. Smith’s respect for Stoicism was not unqualified and he developed some firm criticism of the Stoics. Even so, Raphael and Macfie concluded that; “it is not too much to say that Adam Smith’s 
ethics and natural theology are predominantly Stoic.” Ibid:10. Raphael and Macfie claim that Smith was not only well informed about ancient philosophy, he was also keenly interested in the history of science and the evolution of society and widely read in the culture of his own time. Yet they contend that he was not closely acquainted with much of the ethical theory of the eighteenth century. Ibid:11. It is therefore both a surprise and a puzzle that they do not refer to the works of the natural law philosophers in general and to Pufendorf in particular Even more so since they mention that at the University 
of Glasgow Hutcheson’s predecessor in the Chair of Moral Philosophy, Gerschom Carmichael, 
used his own annotated edition of Pufendorf’s De Officio Hominis et Civis and that Hutcheson continued this practice. Ibid:24.  
Raphael and Macfie also state that of Smith’s contemporaries Hume was the first in order of importance in influencing Smith and that Hutcheson was second. Hume had the 
greatest influence on the formation on Smith’s ethical theory. Hutcheson, on the other hand, 
directed Smith’s general approach towards moral philosophy. However, the particular doctrines in The Theory of Moral Sentiment owe very little to Hutcheson’s actual theory. Furthermore, 
Raphael and Macfie claim that Smith was more stimulated by his disagreement with Hume’s more complex account. Ibid:11. There were also a few particular issues on which Smith was affected by other, lesser-known, contemporaries. The most important of these are Lord Kames and the Bishop Joseph Butler (1692-1752). Faint echoes of Mandeville and Rousseau are in evidence and there are references to Hobbes and a glance at a few others, among them Anthony Ashley Cooper, third earl of Shaftesbury (1671-1713). Ibid. Later in a section on the relation of the Theory of Moral Sentiments to The Wealth of Nations, they mention that Smith also draws on the natural law philosophers Grotius and Pufendorf (Grotius in The Theory of Moral Sentiments and both Grotius and Pufendorf in his Lectures on Jurisprudence). Ibid:24.  However, there are no further investigations or discussions of how Smith was influenced by these scholars. The possibility that Smith could have developed his interest in Stoic thought from his 
reading of Pufendorf’s natural law works is not even touched upon.   Ronald L. Meek, David D. Raphael and Alec Lawrence Macfie (1982) were co-editors 
of a 1978 edition of Smith’s Lectures of Jurisprudence. This book contains both a report on 
Smith’s 1762-63 lectures at University of Glasgow and a report dated 1766, which probably contains his 1763-64 lectures. In addition, the book also has an appendix, which contains an 
‘Early Draft’ of Part of the Wealth of Nations and two Fragments of the Division of Labour. These editors claim that they “in some places have been able to go farther than Cannan [in his 1896 edition] in our detection of the probable sources upon which Smith drew” Ibid:32. They 
note that a comparison of Hutcheson’s treatment in his Glasgow lectures with that of Smith as reported in his 1762-63 lectures reveals striking parallels, which become more striking since the order of treatment of the main subjects in these lectures is much closer to Hutcheson than the treatment in his 1763-64 lectures. Ibid:33. They have, however, investigated, Smith’s sources 
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in these lectures using textual analysis, and found clues and allusions to Grotius, Pufendorf, Locke, Montesquieu, Hume and Hutcheson to mention the most important. These clues are 
marked with footnotes, which give the reference to the text in these authors’ work. Most of their footnoted clues can be found in the 1762-63 lectures. What is important here is that there are 
only a few of these clues in Smith’s lectures where he treats issues of political economy. In 
their thorough research, they do not seem to be aware of the fact that Grotius was Pufendorf’s most important source and the most quoted author in his natural law works. Furthermore, they miss or ignore that Pufendorf was the main source for Locke, Montesquieu and Hutcheson. In the previous chapter it has been determined that Hutcheson built very closely on Pufendorf and that he, to a large extent, just copied him particularly in his writings on political economy.  The editors of The Theory of Moral Sentiments and The Wealth of Nations seem to agree that Hutcheson, with his rejection of self-interest as an important driving force in human behaviour, could not be Smith’s primary source. Raphael and Macfie, as co-editors of the Theory of Moral Sentiments, claim that Smith’s primary source was Stoic philosophy. Of the editors of The Wealth of Nations, Cannan thinks that Smith’s major source was Mandeville, Skinner seems to 
believe that Smith’s ideas were homegrown, and Raphael points to the Physiocrats. However, Meek, Raphael and Macfie, as co-editors of Lectures on Jurisprudence, agree with the four biographers and point to Hutcheson as Smith’s primary source.   . Who Influenced Adam Smith?  
Considering the evidence that the biographers and editors have revealed about Smith’s ties to Pufendorf, it is surprising that none of them discuss Pufendorf as an important source for Adam Smith. It would seem that most authors who have speculated on Smith’s major sources have 
ignored Pufendorf. Attention should be focused on the evidence of Pufendorf’s contributions. When Adam Smith was a first year student at Glasgow University, William Scott mentioned in his biography that Professor Hutcheson still used Carmicahel’s Latin edition of 
Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his obligatory course in moral philosophy. Smith therefore had to have studied De Officio carefully. Furthermore, when the distinguished and respected Professor Hutcheson, in his lectures on human behaviour, departed from the opinions of the esteemed author of the textbook he used. This might particularly have been the case when 
Hutcheson disagreed with Pufendorf’s emphasis on self-interest. Smith must have been 
fascinated by Pufendorf’s model that individual pursuit of self-interest checked by man’s inclination to live in society with others would lead to the best society. Professor Hutcheson would probably also in his lectures have urged his students to go back to the original sources and explore the differences. Of the four biographers, only Scott comments on this notion although he does not make anything of it. Raphael and Macfie, as editors of the Theory of Moral Sentiments, discuss its relationship with The Wealth of Nations and in this connection mention that Smith drew on Grotius and Pufendorf but they do not investigate how he was influenced by them.  
Second, in addition to Hutcheson’s obligatory course in moral philosophy, Ian Ross in 
his biography contends that Smith also benefitted from Hutcheson’s teaching of a ‘private’ class on the Lessons of the Law of Nature and Nations. No textbooks are mentioned but it is not unreasonable to assume that he referred to both Grotius’s De Jure Belli ac Pacis and 
Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae et Gentium. These books Smith could study in the Glasgow University Library. Third, Ross determined that Smith, in his fourth year at Oxford, choose to follow the path of a student in civil law. In this path or direction, he possibly continued the study of the works of the natural law philosophers, including Pufendorf. These authors were read at Oxford 
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at this time. Here it should also be emphasized that Smith and the other students could study all the natural law works of Grotius and Pufendorf in the Balliol and Bodleian libraries.  
Fourth, it is important to point out that Smith acquired a copy of Pufendorf’s major work De Jure Naturae et Gentium. A French translation could also be found in his private library.190 In this work, which is a jewel, not only because of its scholarship, but also because it serves as a reference for the works of the moderns, the Scholastics, the Greeks, the Romans as well as the writings in the Old and New Testament and the Koran. In this work Smith could find both the inspiration and the first access to important references for his own works. It is therefore 
reasonable to assume that Smith had Pufendorf’s natural law works ready at hand when he prepared his lectures and wrote his books. Fifth, Ross claims that Smith in his Edinburgh freelance lectures in 1750-51 taught the Grotius-Pufendorf tradition of the laws of nature and nations. He therefore had to use the works of these natural law philosophers when he prepared these lectures. Smith also had his notes 
from Hutcheson’s class in moral philosophy, the books Hutcheson had authored and Locke’s Two Treatises of Government, all of which were strongly influenced by Pufendorf. 
Sixth, in Smith’s first lectures on jurisprudence at the University of Glasgow in the early 
1750’s he used Hutcheson’s Latin Compendium from 1742, as his textbook together with his own Edinburgh lecture notes. This compendium was later translated and published in 1747 as A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy. It has been determined in the previous chapter that 
Hutcheson in this book built very closely on Pufendorf’s natural law works and in some sections just copied him. To this, it should also be added that Ronald Meek in his article, New light on Adam Smith’s Glasgow Lectures on Jurisprudence from 1976, established that Smith used 
Books II and III of Hutcheson’s book in these lectures. All these points, one by one and together, suggest that Adam Smith, early on, became familiar 
with Pufendorf’s natural law works (including substantial tracts of political economy), and that he used them extensively when he prepared his lectures in Edinburgh and Glasgow.  It is recognised by most writers that discuss Smith’s sources that his books have their point of departure in his lecture notes. Therefore, it is surprising that only a few authors point to Pufendorf as one of his primary sources. Scott (1900) in his Hutcheson biography admits that 
Hutcheson’s work: “Contains many reproductions of views of Pufendorf, Grotius and Locke 
upon Politics and Economics”. Ibid:231. Furthermore, he refers to Cannan (1896) who states that: “Hutcheson’s function was to collect and classify them, so they were available for Smith.” 
Ibid. Then Scott comes up with the remarkable statement. “It might of course be contended that 
Smith consulted the authorities direct.” Ibid. Yes indeed, it might. Hutcheson had urged his student to investigate the sources, and in all probability, Smith did.  Adam Smith, as with most of the eighteenth century authors, very reluctantly relinquished the names of the literature that he had at his disposal and used. He was definitely not a writer that overwhelmed his readers with numerous citations and references in his books. Therefore, the lack of such citations and references do not communicate anything about his use 
of the literature he had at his disposal in general and Pufendorf’s works in particular.  Smith refers only twice to Pufendorf in The Theory of Moral Sentiments. He presents him first together with Mandeville as a follower of Hobbes, who claimed that man is driven to 
take refuge in society, not by any natural love to his own kind, “but because without the 
assistance of others he is incapable of subsisting with ease or safety”.191 Second, he presents him together with Barbeyrac and Hutcheson, in a discussion of how different authors have treated the practical rules of conduct.192 In his Lectures on Jurisprudence, in which 
                                                          
190 A French translation of De Jure Naturae et Gentium libri octo by J. Barbeyrac (2 vol., Amsterdam 1720-34)      can be found in Smith's library, as reported in H. Mizuta's Adam Smith's Library, Cambridge 1967. 191 TMS VII.iii.1.1. 192 TMS VII.iv.11. 
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Pufendorfian natural law, including political economy, is predominant, there are five direct 
references to Pufendorf. First, in a discussion about a man’s natural rights. Second, in a discussion of how Hutcheson follows Pufendorf on rights. Third, in discussion about the property of the state. Fourth and fifth, in a treatment about testamentary succession  In The Wealth of Nations we do not find any direct references to Pufendorf. This in spite of the fact that strong elements of Pufendorfian natural law can also be found in this work.  The lack of recognition of his use of Pufendorf does not, however, tell us anything about 
Pufendorf’s influence on Smith. From this investigation and discussion, it follows that there are 
paragraphs, sections, and other clues and allusions in all of Smith’s work that point directly to 
both Pufendorf’s De Officio and his major natural law work De Jure Naturae et Gentium. Pufendorf must therefore have had a strong influence on Smith. 
At the time when Smith wrote his books, Pufendorf’s natural law works had been translated into several European languages. They were also published in new editions with or without commentaries and reprinted repeatedly. His views were known not only to university academics but also to many educated people outside the closed university circles. Smith could therefore have assumed that his readers would have known his sources without him explicitly making references to them.  Pufendorf and Smith On Political Economy 
The table below shows where the topics of political economy can be found in Pufendorf’s 
natural law works and in Smith’s Lectures on Jurisprudence and The Wealth of Nations.    
Tab. Political economy in Pufendorf’s and Smith’s works Topics De Jure Naturae  et Gentium De Officio Hominis et Civis Lectures on Jurisprudence The Wealth of Nations 
Theory of Human Behaviour Book I. i-iv. Book II i-iv. Book III i-ii. Book I. Ch. 4-7. A: iii.1-147. B: Pt.II.203-209,326-333. 
Book I.i-ii. 
Theory of Property Four-Stage Theory Book IV. iii-v.  Book V. v. Book I. Ch.12-13. A: i.16-167,iv.23-40, 113-179 B: Pt.I.19-75,149-175  
Book I.x-xi. Book V.i.2. 
Theory of Value  and Money Book V. i, iii, v, vii-viii. Book I. Ch. 14-15. A: vi.1-171 B: Pt.II.203-306 Book I.i-vii, ix-x. Book II.ii. 
Foundation of  States & Councils Book VII. i-ii. Book II. Ch. 5-10. A: i.66, iv.1-122, v.1-149. B: Pt.I.12-99. 
 
Division of State Powers & Taxes Book VII. iv-v. Book VIII. iv-v. Book V. x. Book II. Ch. 11-12. A: iv.1-179,v.100-139  vi.84-86. B:Pt.I.18-99, Pt.II.310-321 
Book IV.ix.  Book V.i.Pt.i-iv. V.ii.Pt.i-ii. 
 Notes: In the column on the Lectures on Jurisprudence ‘A’ relates to his lectures from 1762-63 and ‘B’ relates to his lectures from 1763-64 (The 1766 report).   
A comparison of Pufendorf’s and Smith’s doctrines of political economy are outlined in the next sections.  Theory of Human Behaviour The Theory of Moral Sentiments is not included in the tablea bove. However, it is in this book 
that Smith’s theory of human behaviour primarily can be found. There can be no doubt that 
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when Smith wrote this book he used the first three books of Pufendorf’s major work and chapter 
four to seven of his ‘student edition’ De Officio.  Smith agreed with Hutcheson and Pufendorf that man has an ability to reach correct 
moral decisions. However, he disagreed with Hutcheson’s views that man, at birth, was fully equipped to make correct decisions. Man’s moral decisions are not informed by any higher principle but by his common feeling of sympathy for others. This principle of sympathy enables 
man to adjust his actions to a level that is socially acceptable. Again, Smith’s views are more 
congruent with Pufendorf’s view that our sociability with others will tell us how to make the right decisions. Smith’s Wealth of Nations contains evidence that he used Pufendorf’s theory of the self-interested social man (who, by satisfying his own needs also satisfies the needs of others) to construct his own theory of economic growth in a commercial society. Hont (1986) claims that: “Smith’s contemporaries recognised that the famous passage on the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer and the baker was a direct comment on the central issues of natural 
law.”193 With his Theory of Moral Sentiments and Wealth of Nations, Smith made self-interest an acceptable drive for modern man. Pufendorf started this development. 
Smith’s The Theory of Moral Sentiments was an inquiry into the origin of moral approbation and disapproval that is moral judgement. It is clear that he must have had De Jure Naturae et Gentium, particularly Book II, ready at hand when he wrote the book. It is from the outset clear that he does not follow Hutcheson. If anyone should be in doubt Smith discusses recent as well as ancient philosophy in the final part from 1790 of the sixth edition of this book.194 Here Smith claims that the late Dr. Hutcheson was: ”undoubtedly, beyond all comparison the most acute, the most distinct, the most philosophical, and what is of the greatest 
consequence of all, the soberest and most judicious” supporter of a system which makes virtue consist in benevolence or love the sole principle of action, and which also directed the exertion of all other attributes. TMS.VII.ii.3:301. Hutcheson was not willing to allow self-interest, in any case, to be a motive of virtuous actions. He went so far as claiming that: “even a regard to the pleasure of self-approbation, to the comfortable applause of our own consciences, diminished 
the merit of a benevolent action”. This was also a selfish motive. Ibid:303. Smith ends his account of “this amiable system” claiming that it has a peculiar tendency to nourish and support 
“in the human heart” the noblest and the most agreeable of all affections with the consequence that it not only checks the injustice of self-love, but in some measure also discourages the principle altogether by representing it as what would never reflect any honour upon those who were influenced by it. Ibid:303-304.   However, Smith was not discouraged and he is clearly influenced by Pufendorf (DJNG 
II.iv.14-15) when he at the outset asks the fundamental question regarding how man, who is basically a creature that tries to pursue his own self-love or self-interest, can form moral judgements in which self-interest seems to be checked or transmuted to a higher plane?  His answer is clear:  "How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary 
to him, though he derives nothing from it except the pleasure of feeling it.” TMS. I.i.1:9.  This feeling for others, which he called sympathy, is to be found in all men. "The greatest ruffian, the most hardened violator of the law of society, is not altogether without it." Ibid. The term sympathy is clarified in the following way:  
                                                          
193 Hont (1986) mentions, as an example, Governor Pownall (1978), who wrote an open letter with comments to   Smith after the publication of The Wealth of Nations. This letter is included in the Danish-Norwegian edition   and translation of The Wealth of Nations from 1779-80. 194 This part was added in edition 6 from 1790. See D. D. Raphael and A. L. Macfie (1976) Introduction to       Adam Smith’s The Theory of Moral Sentiments. All references are to this edition. 
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"Pity and compassion are words appropriated to signify our fellow- feeling with the sorrow of others. Sympathy, though its meaning was, perhaps, originally the same, may now, however, without much impropriety, be made use of to denote our fellow-feeling with any passion whatever." Ibid:10. Smith claims, like Pufendorf (DJNG II.iii.14), that self-interest is a primary drive in all human beings.   
“Every man is, no doubt, by nature, first and principally recommended to his own care; and as he is fitter to take care of himself than of any other person, it is fit and right that it should be so. Every man therefore, is much more deeply interested in whatever immediately concerns himself, than in what concerns any other man; and to hear, perhaps, of the death of another person, with whom we have no particular connexion, will give us less concern, will spoil our stomach, or break our rest much less than a very 
insignificant disaster which has befallen ourself.” TMS.II.ii.2:82-83. Every man may be the whole world to himself but to the rest of humankind he is a most insignificant part of it. His own happiness may be of more importance to him than that of the rest of the world. However, it may be true that every individual in his own breast naturally 
prefers himself to all humankind, “yet he dares not look mankind in the face, and avow that he acts according to this principle.” Ibid.  Self-interest is therefore not the only human drive. Furthermore, self-interest is not incompatible with sympathy or benevolence. These basic motives live side by side and each has its part to play at the appropriate time. This view is in sharp contrast to Hobbes, Mandeville and Hume, who argued that all our sentiments can be deduced from certain refinements of self-love. However, it is in accordance with Pufendorf’s views on self-interest and sociability: “By a sociable attitude we mean an attitude of each man towards every other man, by which each is understood to be bound to the other by kindness, 
peace, and love and therefore by a mutual obligation.” DJNG.II.iii.15:208.  Smith agreed with Hutcheson that man has an ability to reach correct moral decisions. However, he disagreed with his view that man at birth was fully equipped to make correct 
decisions. Man’s moral decisions are not reached by any higher principle but by his common feeling of sympathy for others. This principle of sympathy enables man to adjust his actions to 
a level that is socially acceptable. Again, Smith’s views are more congruent with Pufendorf’s view that our sociability with others will tell us how to make the right decisions.  To explain how individual self-love is checked and brought down to something that can be accepted by all men in society, Smith introduces the concept of a supposed well informed or 
‘impartial spectator’ within each individual who would judge, approve or disapprove his actions along with the concept of "fair play" that governs the interactions between all men in society. The allusions to Pufendorf (DJNG I.iv.1), who introduced an ‘internal moderator’ or 
‘internal director’ of a man’s action that would make it possible for him to choose what would seem most suitable to him, are clear.195 The impartial spectator of Smith’s may then enter into 
the principles of man’s conduct, “which is what of all things he has the greatest desire to do, he  must, upon this, as upon all other occasions, humble the arrogance of his self-love, and 
bring it down to something which other men can go along with.” TMS.II.ii.2.1:83.   How this can be understood in business life, he explains in the following way. “In the race for wealth, and honours, and preferments, he may run as hard as he can, and strain every nerve and every muscle, in order to outstrip all his competitors. But if he should justle, or throw down any of them, the indulgence of the spectators is entirely at an end. It is a violation of fair 
play, which they cannot admit of.” Ibid.  Like Pufendorf (DJNG II.i.5-6:15), Smith contends that men are social beings, and social beings are dependent on each other: "It is thus that man, who can subsist only in society, was 
                                                          
195 Pufendorf uses ‘internal moderator’ in his Elementorum Jurisprudentae Universalis (2009[1660.1672].BII.       Obs.II.1:306) and ‘internal director’ in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium (1964[1672] I.iv.1). 
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fitted by nature to that situation for which he was made. All members of human society stand in need for each other's assistance, and are likewise exposed to mutual injuries." TMS.II.ii.3.1:85.  It is not possible for man to grow up to manhood "in some solitary place". When he is brought into society, he is able not only to view his own passions, guided by the “impartial spectator", but also to adjust and moderate these passions in accordance with the other members of society:  "Bring him into society, and all his own passions will immediately become the causes of new passions. He will observe that mankind approve of some of them, and are disgusted by others. He will be elevated in the one case, and cast down in the other; his desires and aversions, his joy and sorrows, will now often become the cause of new desires and new aversions, new joys and new sorrows. They will now, therefore, interest him deeply, and often call upon his most attentive consideration." TMS.III.1.3:111.  From this, it is also clear that man, according to Smith, is not endowed by nature with an innate moral sense. Man has to be educated i.e., brought into society with others. This is in opposition to Hutcheson but in accordance with Pufendorf (DJNG II.iii.13).  Smith also discusses in what order individuals are recommended by Nature to our care and attention. 
“Every man, as the Stoic used to say, is first and principally recommended to his own care; and every man is certainly, in every respect, fitter and abler to take care of himself than of any other person. Every man feels his own pleasure and his own pains more sensibly than those of other people. The former are the original sensations; the latter the reflected or sympathetic images of those sensations. The former may be said to be the substance; the latter the shadow.” TMS.VI.ii.1.1:219.  After him come the members of his own family: his parents, his children, his brothers and sisters, his earliest friendships, the children of brothers and sisters and so on.  
“After the persons who are recommended to our beneficence, either by their connection to ourselves, by their personal qualities, or by their past service, come those who are pointed out, not indeed to what is called, true friendship, but to our benevolent attention and good offices; those who are distinguished by their extraordinary situation; the greatly fortunate and the greatly unfortunate, the rich and the powerful, the poor and 
the wretched.” TMS.VI.ii.1.19:225.  The question concerning what motivates human actions is also discussed in Smith's Lectures on Jurisprudence, delivered and written in the early 1760's but not published as mentioned before 1895. In these lectures self-interest is also looked upon as a general universal principle. He discusses human motives whenever commerce is introduced into a country. These motives can be reduced to self-interest: “that general principle which regulates the actions of 
every man, and which leads men to act in a certain manner from views of advantage”. The drive of self-interest is deeply implanted in “an Englishman as a Dutchman." LOJ:Pt.II.327. 
  In The Wealth of Nations, Smith (1776 [1976]) discusses the principle which gives occasion to the division of labour.196 The allusion to Pufendorf (DJNG II.iii.14:207), who emphasised the importance of cooperation among men, is there when Smith stresses that men at all times and contrary to animals, who in their natural state have no occasion for the assistance of other living creatures, is "in need of co-operation and assistance of great multitudes". I.ii.18. Smith starts out claiming that the division of labour is not originally the effect of any human wisdom. “It is the necessary, though very slow and gradual, consequence of a certain propensity in human nature which has in view no such extensive utility; the propensity to truck, 
barter, and exchange one thing for another.” I.ii.17. This propensity is self-interest and it is common to all men. However, man has almost constant occasion for the help of fellow man and 
                                                          
196 This chapter, Book 1, Ch.II, is almost identical to the "Early Draft of part of The Wealth of Nations” from       1759 in Lectures on Jurisprudence pp.562-581. 
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he cannot expect this help from their benevolence only. "He will be more likely to prevail if he can interest their self-love in his favour, and show them that it is for their own advantage to do 
for him what he requires of them.” Ibid:18. When someone offers another a bargain, this is what takes place. If you give me what I want, I will give you what you want. Then he comes up with 
one of his most famous statements: “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their humanity but to their self-love, and never talk to them of our own necessities but of their advantages." Ibid.  Whether this explanation of human behaviour in his The Wealth of Nations clashes with or complements his model of self-interest and sympathy in The Theory of Moral Sentiments has as mentioned, been debated for a long time. Raphael and Macfie (1976:20) should have ended this discussion when they, in their introduction to the last edition of The Theory of Moral Sentiments, wrote about The Wealth of Nations: "It is largely, though by no means wholly, about economic activity and so, when it refers to motivation, concentrates on self-interest. There is nothing surprising in Adam Smith's well known statement (WN I.ii.2) 'It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we expect our dinner, but from their regard to their own interest.' Who would suppose this to imply that Adam Smith had come to disbelieve in the very existence or the moral value of benevolence? Nobody with any sense. But this does not necessarily exclude scholars, some of whom have adopted the 'Umschwungstheorie', the hypothesis that the moral philosopher who made sympathy the basis of social behaviour in TMS did an about-turn from altruistic to egoistic theory in WN owing to the influence of the French "materialistic" thinkers whom he met in Paris in 1766." 197 With his Theory of Moral Sentiments and The Wealth of Nations Smith made self-interest an acceptable drive for modern man. Pufendorf started this development. Smith’s Wealth of Nations contains evidence that Smith used Pufendorf’s theory of human behaviour, that is, his theory of the self-interested social man, who by satisfying his own needs also satisfies the needs of others, in a commercial society, to construct his own theory of economic growth in such a society. Hont (2005:162) claims that: “Smith’s contemporaries recognised that the famous passage on the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer and the baker was a direct comment on 
the central issues of natural law.”198   Theory of Property and The Four-Stages Theory In his Lectures on Jurisprudence Adam Smith (1978[1762:7]) develops his theory of property. He starts out claiming that: “The first and chief design of all civil governments, is, as I observed, to preserve justice amongst the members of the state and to prevent all encroachments on the 
individuals in it, from others of the same society.” That is to maintain each individual in his perfect rights. He considers in the first place those rights that belong to a man as a man, “as they are generally most simple and easily understood, and generally can be considered without 
respect to any other condition”. Ibid:8. He contends that these rights correspond to what 
                                                          
197 This question has also been discussed by Blaug (1985:65). "The old question whether Smith's Theory of      Moral Sentiments, in which ethical rules of conduct are explained as the result of the socially acquired      capacity for empathy, clashes with or complements Smith's The Wealth of Nations, in which economic      behavior is explained as the result of restrained selfishness, a question that has now been debated for almost      a century, comes up again in an exchange between E.G. West, Adam Smith's Two Views on the Division of      Labour, Ec., 1964, and N. Rosenberg, Adam Smith on the Division of Labour: Two views or One? 1965,      reprinted in RHET and ASCA,III. Several papers by A.L. Macfie in his Individual in Society (1967). R. L.      Heilbroner, The Socialization of the Individual in Adam Smith, HOPE, Fall, 1982, also takes up this theme." 198 Hont (2005:162) mentions, as an example, Governor Pownall (1776), who wrote an open letter with      comments to Smith after the publication of The Wealth of Nations. In the Danish-Norwegian edition and      translation of The Wealth of Nations from 1779-80, this letter is included. 
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Pufendorf (DJNG IV.iii.1-6) calls natural rights. Furthermore, he observes the distinction, “which 
Mr. Hutcheson, after Baron Puffendorf, has made of rights”, and he discusses these. Ibid:9. 
 One of these rights is the full right of property. By this right, a man has the sole claim to a subject, “exclusive of all others”, but he himself can use it as he pleases. By this right, he can, if he has lost a subject, claim it from any possessor and, though the possessor might have come justly by it, he cannot claim any restitution but must restore it to the owner. Property is considered as an exclusive right by which we can prevent any other person from using it. Ibid:10.  How did the right to property originate? Smith asserts that: “The only case where the origin of natural rights is not altogether plain, is in that of property.” He continues in the spirit of Pufendorf (DJNG IV.iii.1): “It does not at first appear evident that, e.g. any thing which may suit another as well or perhaps better than it does me, should belong to me exclusively of all 
others barely because I have got it into my power.” Ibid:13. He uses as an example an apple. Why should it be altogether appropriated to me and all others excluded merely because I had pulled it from the tree? 199 Property may, according to Smith, have its occasion in five sources. First by occupation, we get a thing in our power that was not the property of another before. Second by tradition, property is voluntarily transferred from one to another. Third by accession, a man has, e.g., the 
right to the horse’s shoes along with the horse. Fourth by prescription, a right to a thing that belonged to another, arising from long and uninterrupted possession. Fifth by succession, the nearest in kin or the testamentary heir gets the property left to him by the testator.  The Four-Stages Theory Before considering these causes of how property are acquired, Smith asserts, like Pufendorf, that it is proper to observe that the regulations concerning them vary according to the state or age society is in at that time. What Smith had in mind was an inductive historical investigation, which could explain the fact that, while property was everywhere seen as an exclusive right, those goods men have allowed to be property varied considerably “according to the state or 
age society is in at that time.” Ibid.14. He claims, like Pufendorf (DJNG IV.iv.11-13 and V.v.11), in his rudimentary theory that there are four distinct stages that humankind has passed through; 
“1st, the Age of Hunters: 2ndy, the Age of Shepherds; 3rd, the Age of Agriculture; and 4th, the 
Age of Commerce.” Ibid.  Smith, with strong allusions to Pufendorf, then explains in more detail each of these ages or stages and how property developed in each.200 ”It is easy to see that in these several ages of society, the laws and regulations with regard to property must be very different.” Ibid:16. Few laws and regulations are required in the age of hunters and shepherds, but in the age of agriculture and commerce many more laws and regulations are necessary. When flocks and herds come to be reared, property is introduced together with many more laws and regulations. They are necessary to prevent thefts and robberies since they are being easily committed in such an age. In the age of agriculture, they are perhaps not so easily exposed to thefts and robbery, but new ways are added whereby property might be disrupted. The laws might not be so 
                                                          
199 Pufendorf used as an example acorn. DJNG IV.iv.13:554. Locke took over his example but extended it to       acorns and apples. TT II.28:306 
200 Ronald L. Meek (1976: 31-35) in his Social Science and the Ignoble Savage claims that the immediate source      of Smith’s ‘four stages’ probably was Montesquieu’s Spirit of the Laws book xviii. See also Ian Simpson      Ross (2010:121).       This author disagrees with both Meek and Ross, since these stages are more developed in Pufendorf’s De      Jure Naturae et Gentium. In addition, Pufendorf was also Montesquieu’s source. Another Scot that built on      Pufendorf’s Four-Stage theory was Lord Kames (1696-1782), who had studied law at Edinburgh. In his      Historical law tracts from 1774 and in his Sketches of the History of Man he described human history as      having four stages.  
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rigorous but they will be of a far greater number than among a nation of shepherds. In the age of commerce, the subjects of property are greatly increased and the laws must be proportionally multiplied. “The more improved any society is and the greater length the several means of supporting the inhabitants are carried, the greater will be the number of their laws and regulations necessary to maintain justice, and prevent infringements of the right of property.” Ibid. Property as an Exclusive Right Smith, like Pufendorf (DJNG IV.iv.6), asks how occupation, that is the bare possession of a subject, comes to give us an exclusive right to the subject so acquired. How can a man by pulling down an apple have a right to that apple and a power of excluding all others from it, 
“and that an injury should be conceived to be done when such a subject is taken from the 
possessor”. Ibid:17. Here again Smith makes use of the impartial spectator. If someone has acquired a subject by occupation and if some others try to take it from him, the impartial spectator would support  him in defending his property “and even in avenging himself when injured”. Ibid:17. After having explained the foundation on which occupation gives the property to the occupant, he considers and discusses in some detail at what time property is conceived to begin by occupation. Thereafter he discusses in what circumstances property continues and at what time it is supposed to be at an end, Ibid:18. Property Based on a Common Consent or Agreement 
Adam Smith does not directly use Pufendorf’s tacit pact or agreement (DJNG IV.iv.4-9) as a foundation of his theory of property. However, there are allusions and clues that indicate that he comes close to it. He introduced the notion of common consent. 
Among hunters, the notion of property seems at first to have been confined to one’s person, his clothes and the tools that he needed. Their occupation led them to be continually changing their place of habitat. The introduction of shepherds made habitation more fixed but still very uncertain. Their huts have been, by the consent of the tribe, allowed to be the property 
of the builder. “The introduction of the property of houses must have therefore been by the 
common consent of the severall members of some tribe or society.” Ibid:21. However, property would still not be extended to land or pasture.  Even after the introduction of agriculture it took some time before the land was divided into individual properties. In the beginning, the land was cultivated in common and the produce distributed according to the size of families and the rank of individuals. The inclination of a single individual would not be sufficient to give him ownership of a piece of land. The rest of the community would protest against him who tried to make common land private. The first origin of private property would probably happen when men started to live in cities, “which would probably be the case in every improved society”. Ibid:22. In time, property would be extended to almost every subject. Yet Smith, like Pufendorf (DJNG IV.v.2), claims that there are still some things that must continue to be held in common. Smith discusses wild beasts, the air, running water, a fountain by the way side, the waters of rivers, and sailing on the sea. Ibid:23. In his 1763-64 lectures, Smith also treats the introduction of property. The nature of rights he divides into natural and acquired. The latter are divided into real and personal. Property is a real right. He continues as he did in his 1762-63 lectures. Among savage people, hunters and gatherers, property begins and ends with possessions, which are things close to their own bodies. Among shepherds, the idea of property is extended not only to what they carry with them, but also to what they have deposited in their hovels, including their cattle. When people started to cultivate the earth there was initially no private property. However, when proper agriculture was introduced, land was divided and property begins when “a division be made 
from common agreement”. Ibid:460, The allusions to Pufendorf, who claimed that “dominion presupposes absolutely an act of man and an agreement, whether tacit or express”, are very 
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strong. DJNG IV.iv.4:536. Smith ends this discussion contending that property would, in time, be extended to almost every subject. A Labour Theory of Property In his The Wealth of Nations, Smith (1976[]1776:I.x.136) has one sentence concerned with property. “The property which every man has in his own labour, as it is the original foundation 
of all other property, so it is the most sacred and inviolable.” This has by some authors been 
interpreted as an adherence to Locke’s labour theory of property - a theory that Smith took over from Hutcheson and Hutcheson took over from Locke. Knud Haakonssen (1989:106-107) has investigated this belief and contends that Smith does not subscribe to this theory. Furthermore, he posits that Smith was obviously very strongly indebted to the continental natural law tradition of Grotius, Pufendorf, and others, and especially to the form which this tradition has been given him by his teacher Hutcheson. Pufendorf (DJNG IV.iv.6) claims that cultivation, which requires the use of labour, is important for the establishment of private property.  Theories of Value, Money and Trade Smith treats the theory of value and money in both his Lectures on Jurisprudence and The Wealth of Nations. It is clear that Smith made good use of Pufendorf’s natural law works. Istvan 
Hont (2005:51) points out that Smith’s two books, The Theory of Moral Sentiments and The Wealth of Nations, “together provide a complete analysis of market behaviour.” He adds that in these works “Smith merged and reworked insights that were first adumbrated by Pufendorf, 
Nicole and other French moralists”. In her Studies in the History of Economic Theory before 1870, Marian Bowley (1973:129) asserts that Smith was the conscious or unconscious heir in the direct line to the schoolmen with respect to the concept of the price mechanism and the 
natural prices of commodities.” Indeed since Hutcheson, his teacher, made him familiar with 
Pufendorf’s work, which set out the views of the Schoolmen, the line of affiliation of thought 
seems obvious.” Value in Lectures on Jurisprudence  In his Lectures on Jurisprudence Smith (1978[1762]:353) treats opulence. In this treatment, he first considers the rule of exchange, or what it is that regulates the price of commodities. Next, he notes that money can be considered the measure by which we compute the value of commodities (as a measure of value) or the common instrument of commerce or 
exchange. There can be no doubt that Smith must have had Pufendorf’s main natural law work The Jure Naturae et Gentium (V.i) accessible when he prepared his lectures. The obvious reason 
being that he went further than Pufendorf’s abridged De Officio and Hutcheson’s Introduction to Moral Philosphy. The latter built, as discussed earlier, very closely on Pufendorf’s works.  Theory of Price, The Natural Price and the Market Price  As an introduction, Smith gives an account of the nature of wealth and the things in which the riches of the state might consist. He notes the need for cooperation in a commercial society, which was stressed by Pufendorf. But, Smith also assert that a division of labour and an ample size of the market are crucial for economic development.  For every type of commodity Smith claims, as did Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.8-9), that “there 
are two separate prices to be considered, the natural and the market price”. Ibid:356. The first is the price that is necessary to induce someone to enter a business. This price includes the cost of production and the associated risk of going into production. The market price, which might differ considerably from the natural price, “is regulated by other circumstances”. Ibid:357. The other circumstances that determine the price are: “1st, the demand or need for it; 2dly, the abundance of it in proportion to demand; and 3dly, the wealth of the demand, or demanders.” 
Ibid:358. Smith then discusses, in the same manner as Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.10), how changes in these circumstances will influence the market price.  
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If a thing is of no use, such as a lump of clay but is brought into the market, it will  have no price, as no one demands it. If it should have some use, the price will be determined by the demand and the availability of supply. Something like diamonds, which is hardly of any use but still has a demand, will have a high price since the quantity is limited. On the other hand, water is a necessity but will have no price because of its abundance. Ibid:333. This description of what has become the ‘paradox of value’ cannot have been taken from Hutcheson but there 
are strong clues to Pufendorf’s treatment (DJNG V.i.6). The market price and the natural price of commodities coincide with each other. If the market price of a commodity is below the natural price, the suppliers cannot pay the cost of labour. This will have many effects but one being that the supply of the commodity is reduced and the price will increase. If the market price was above the natural price the effect will be the opposite. Smith, like Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.6), claims that all monopolies limit the supply and raise the price of commodities and therefore are detrimental to the opulence of a nation. As an example, Smith mentions the Hudson Bay Company. In his view, all such companies are detrimental to the opulence of nations because they prevent free competition. Free competition would have brought down the price to its natural level, a level consistent with production costs and the risk the company runs. All such companies are a public nuisance. Ibid:363.    Theory of Money Smith (1978[1762]:368) uses the same arguments as Pufendorf (DJNG IV.i.12-14) when he claims that money serves two purposes. “It is first the measure of value,” But, “it is also the instrument 
of commerce, or medium of exchange and permutation”.  As it was for Pufendorf, it was also clear to Smith that money facilitated exchange and promoted commerce.  
”They therefore took upon them to coin money of gold and silver and put a stamp on it, 
which tho it neither added to nor diminish’d the value gave every one who saw it the public faith that it was of such weight and such a fine(ne)ss. The first thing in all probability which would be ascertained by coinage would be the fine(ne)ss, which was most difficult to be discovered before the art of milling or stamping the edges was invented, and that of fitting the stamp precisely to the size of the metal.” Ibid:371.  It was necessary that the government of a country should carry the trouble and expense of coinage. The stamp given by the government “gives no additional value, it merely ascertains 
the value”. Ibid:373. The motive is that money facilitates taxes and promotes commerce, which will enrich the people and thereby also benefit the government. Shrinking in the measure of value has often been caused by either the necessities or frauds of government. Debasement of Money Smith therefore brings up for discussion the effects of debasement of money in general and in particular its effects on the payments of debts and commerce. “And here civil law of all countries and natural justice and equity are quite contrary.” Ibid.:100. It is therefore clear that Smith, as Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.14-15 and V.vii.6), held debasement of money to be against natural law and that one should restore the same value as one has received, without regard to the nominal value of money.  “Justice and equity plainly require that one should restore the same value as he received without regard to the nominal value of money, and therefore he is to restore as much in the old coins or an equal value in the new as he received.” Ibid:101. Smith adds: “But 
the civil government in all countries have constituted the exact contrary of this.” Ibid. The reason for such conduct is that governments have had difficulties in raising money. He stresses and shows, like Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.14), that such steps are very detrimental.  Debasement of money will be detrimental to commerce. “The effects of this operation is very prejudiciall] to commerce. The great benefit of money is to give a plain, clear, and ready measure of value and medium of exchange for all commodities; but this is considerably 
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disturbed by this means.” Ibid:374. When an alteration is made in the value one does not readily know whether the new coin “is equal to a certain value; this necessarily embarrasses commerce.” Ibid:375. He claims that it is necessary that all debts should be paid by the value of the old money.  Money and Trade Smith claims, as did Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.11-12) before him, that money is extremely necessary as an instrument for trade. “The intention of money as an instrument of commerce is to circulate 
goods nec(e)ssary for men, and food, cloths and lodging.”Ibid:377. He stresses that it is not the money, “which makes the opulence of a nations, but the plenty of fodd, cloaths and lodging which is circulated”. Ibid:378. He attacks the theory that placed the wealth of a nation on its amount of coin and money. Trade increases the wealth of a nation. The prohibition of exportation of coin and bullion is therefore one of these hurtful regulations that has been practised by many countries. Money in The Wealth of Nations In The Wealth of Nations, Smith (1976[1776]) discusses in Book I both the origin and use of money and the theory of value. This treatment is, as stated above, based on his Lectures on Jurisprudence. He contends that when the division of labour has been thoroughly established only a small part of what a man wants is the produce of what his own labour can supply. He will then exchange a part of his produce with what other people can supply. “Every man thus lives by exchanging, or becomes in some measure a merchant, and the society itself grows to 
what is properly a commercial society.” Ibid:I,iv.26. Different societies have used different commodities as a method of exchange; the most practical is money coined from gold and silver. Smith, like Pufenodorf, warns also here against debasement of money, which is favourable to the debtor, and ruinous to the creditor.   Money has become in all civilized nations the universal instrument of commerce, in which goods of all kinds are bought and sold, or exchanged for one another. The rules of exchange determine what may be called the relative or exchangeable value of goods.  
“The word VALUE, it is to be observed, has two different meanings, and sometimes expresses the utility of some particular object, and sometimes the power of purchasing 
other goods which the possession of that object conveys. The one may be called ‘value 
in use;’ the other, ‘value in exchange’, The things which have the greatest value in use have frequently little or no value in exchange; and on the contrary, those which have 
the greatest value in exchange have frequently little or no value in use.” Ibid:32-33. He then follows Pufendorf and presents, as in his Lectures on Jurisprudence, the ‘paradox of 
value’. “Nothing is more useful than water but it will purchase scarce any thing; scarce any thing can be had in exchange for it. A diamond, on the contrary, has scarce any value in use: but a very great quantity of other goods may frequently be had in exchange for it.” Ibid:33. Labour Theory of Value  However, Smith changes his mind and introduces, as did Locke, a rudimentary labour theory of value. “If among a nation of hunters, for example, it usually costs twice the labour to kill a beaver which it does to kill a deer, one beaver should naturally exchange for or be worth two deer. It is natural that what is usually the produce of two days or two hours labour, should 
be worth double of what is usually the produce of one day’s or one hours labour.” Ibid.I.vi:53. Since labour is not the same in all production he modifies this view,”the produce of one hour’s 
labour in the one way may frequently exchange for that of two hours labour in the other”. Ibid. 201 The Natural and the Market Price  Smith starts out claiming that there is in every society an ordinary or average rate for wages, profit and rent in every different employment of labour, stock and land. “These ordinary or 
                                                          
201 Pownall (1776:341ff) in his letter Adam Smith was the first to criticize his labour theory of value. 
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average rates may be called the natural rates of wages, profi and rent, at the time and place in 
which theycommonly prevail.” I.vii.62. He then, more or less in the same way as Pufendorf (DJNG 
V.i.8), defined the natural price. “When the price of any commodity is neither more nor less than what is sufficient to pay the rent of the land, the wages of labour and the profits of the stock employed in raising preparing and bringing it to market, according to their natural rates, the 
commodity is then sold for what may be called its natural price.” Ibid. The commodity is then sold precisely for what it is worth, or for what it really costs the person, who brings it to the market. This cost does not comprehend the profit to the person who is to sell it again. If he sells it at a price, which does not allow him the ordinary rate of profit in this society, he is evidently a loser by the trade. The price that includes the ordinary rate of profit is the lowest at which he is likely to sell for any considerable time. He adds, “at least where there is perfect liberty”. 
Ibid:63. Smith claims, like Pufendorf (DJNG V.i.9), that the actual price at which any commodity is commonly sold is called its market price. It may either be above, or below, or exactly the same as its natural price. “The market price of every particular commodity is regulated by the proportion between the quantity which is actually brought to market, and the demand of those who are willing to pay the natural price of the commodity, or the whole value of the rent, labour, and profit, which must be paid in order to bring it thither.” Ibid.63. Smith calls such people the effectual demanders and their demand the effectual demand.  Changes in the factors that determine the demand will change the market price. “The natural price, therefore is, as it were the central price, to which the prices of all commodities 
are continually gravitating.” Ibid:65. Sometimes the market price will be a little above and sometimes a little below, but the price will gravitate towards the natural price.  Smith then goes on to discuss what determines the wages of labour, the wages and profit in the different employments of labour, stock, and the rent of land. Origin of Money and Debasement of Money 
Smith’s treatment of the origin of money follows his account in his Lectures on Jurisprudence, which built closely on Pufendorf’s exposition. Money was introduced to facilitate exchange in a commercial society. “It is in this manner that money has become in all civilized nations the universal instrument of commerce, by the intervention of which goods of all kinds are bought 
and sold, or exchanged for one another.” Ibid 32. Smith takes a strong stand against the debasement of money.  Furthermore, it is clear that he believes that such an operation can have detrimental effects. “Such operations, therefore, have always proved favourable to the debtor, and ruinous to the creditor, and have sometimes produced a greater and more universal revolution in the fortunes of private persons, that could have been occasioned by a very great 
public calamity.“ Ibid.  Smith makes it clear that the popular notion that wealth consists of money (or gold and silver) naturally arise from the double function of money, as an instrument of commerce and as the measure of value. However, it is not for its own sake that men desire money, but for the sake of what they can purchase with it.  Foundation of States and Councils As previously mentioned Smith claimed in his Lectures on Jurisprudence (1978[1762]) that the first and chief design of a state or civil government was to preserve justice amongst the members of the state and to prevent all encroachments on the individuals in it from others in the same society. Ibid:7. He stresses that justice is violated whenever a man is deprived of what he had a right to and could justly demand from others. Then he discusses how many ways justice may be violated i.e., in how many respects a man may be injured. He may be injured as a man, as a member of a family, and as a citizen or member of a state. The allusion to Pufendorf (DJNG 
VII.i.7), who claimed that states were established to gain security and protection from the evil or wickedness of men, is strong.  
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Smith came close to asserting, like Pufendorf, that private property arose from consent and agreement. However, he contended that the origin of government arose “not as some writers imagine from any consent or agreement of a number of persons to submit themselves to 
such or such regulations, but from the natural progress which the men make in society.” 
Ibid:207. However, from this starting point, he explains how a state and its different forms of government develops using the historical account of the four stages theory of developmen, which he had inherited from Pufendorf. Numerous examples are described how different nations at various times have developed their governments and the powers of government, depending on what stage these nations have found themselves in.  There are two principles that explain why men enter into a civil society, a principle of authority and a principle of common or general interest.202 With regard to the first principle, Smith claims that: “every one naturally has a disposition to respect an established authority 
and superiority of others, whatever they be.” Ibid:318. With regard to the second principle, he claims that every one sees that the magistrates not only support the government in general but the security and independence of each individual, and they see that this security cannot be attained without a regular government. “Every one therefore thinks it most advisable to submit to the established government.” Ibid. In a monarchy, the principle of authority chiefly prevails. In a democracy, the principle of common or general interest is the most important. However, the principle of authority has some influence. In an aristocracy, the principle of authority is the leading one, but the other also has some effect. Smith stresses that all have a duty of allegiance to the sovereign: “and yet no one has any conception of a previous contract either tacit or 
express.” Ibid:321. He uses several lectures to argue against authors, such as Pufendorf, who believed in contracts. In his 1763-64 lectures, Smith repeats this view: “It has been a common doctrine in this 
country that contract is the foundation of allegiance to the civil magistrate.” Ibid:402. Then he starts out arguing that this is not the case and gives several reasons for this. He concludes: 
“Contract is not therefore the principle of obedience to civil government, but the principle of 
authority and utility formerly explained.” Ibid:404. Voting Rules Smith brings up for discussion in one of his 1762-63 lectures the question of what determines the voice of the people in a republic that is an aristocracy or a democracy. It is clear that he used both Hutcheson and Pufendorf in the preparation of this lecture. He follows Hutcheson in his A System of Moral Philosophy,203 and Pufendorf in De Jure Naturae et Gentium;204 “It is a 
general rule that in every society the minority must submit to the majority.” Ibid:290 However, it may often happen that the majority is not so easily determined. He uses the same numerical example as Hutcheson. There are three candidates A, B and C. A gets thirty-four votes out of hundred and B and C thirty-three each. A is chosen, although to sixty-six voters he might be the most obnoxious of all. Smith adds that this happens often in elections and that “it is a very 
great grievance”. The solution when there are three candidates is to have a previous vote by which one candidate is excluded. If this way of counting votes is used in a trial, it can have a grave result. Suppose someone is tried for murder and thirty-four out of a hundred find him guilty, thirty-three of manslaughter and thirty-three of chance-medley  only. Although sixty-six absolve him from murder, he will be condemned if the questions are not made bipartite. First guilty of murder or not, the result will be acquittal. Next guilty of manslaughter or not, he will then be found guilty with sixty-seven votes. 
                                                          
202 In his 1766 lectures he calls the second principle one of utility. Ibid:401. 203 Book III.6:241. 204 Book VII.ii.15.987. 
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 If there is a draw when a council is voting, Smith claims, like Pufendorf (DJNG VII.ii.15), that no decision should be made. The question of supermajority, which is discussed by Pufendorf and Hutcheson, is not discussed by Smith.   In his Wealth of Nations Smith discusses the duties of the sovereign and how sovereignty has developed. The first duty is that of defending the society from the violence and injustice of other states.V.i.I:213. The second duty is that of protecting, as far as possible, every member of society from the injustice or oppression of every other member in it. V.i.II:231. The third and last duty is that of erecting and maintaining those public institutions and those public works, which may be in the highest degree advantageous to a great society. V.i.III:244. Civil government supposes a certain subordination. The necessity of civil government gradually grows with the acquisition of valuable property. Some men will gain superiority or sovereignty over the greater part of their brethren. The leaders will have some or all of the four following chacteristics; first, superiority of personal qualifications, of strength, beauty, and agility of body; of wisdom; and virtue, of prudence, justice, fortitude, and moderation of mind; second the superiority of age; third the superiority of fortune; fourth, the superiority of birth. Smith’s discussion of the duties 
of the sovereign and subordination of the people gives allusions to Pufendorf’s pact or agreement of association (DJNG VII.ii.7).  Division of Responsibility and Principles of Taxation Smith gives, in his 1762-63 Lectures on Jurisprudence numerous, examples of how different nations at different times have developed their governments and the powers of government, depending on what stage these nations have been in. He like Pufendorf (DJNG VII,iv.2-11), treats  the development of the executive power, the legislative power, the power of the magistrate and officers and the judicial power. He discusses the duties the subjects owe the sovereign power of whatever nature, “the monarch in monarchy, the nobles in an aristocracy 
and the body of people in a democracy”. Ibid 291. At length he outlines the different forms of crimes that subjects might commit against the sovereign power. However, the subjects not only have duties they also have rights. He then discusses the duties that the sovereign owes to his people and he considers “the crimes which the sovereign may be guilty of against the subjects” 
Ibid:304. The allusions to Pufendorf (DJNG VII.v.3-9) are everywhere to be found. On Taxation In his 1763-64 Lectures on Jurisprudence, Smith starts out explaining why governments need revenue and he discusses the proper means of levying revenue, “which must come from the 
people by taxes, duties etc.”  Ibid. 398. The allusions to Pufendorf (DJNG VIII.V.3-4) are numerous. 
Smith’s starting point is that revenue or taxes are one of the reasons “that the progress 
of opulence has been so slow.” Ibid. 529. However, he continues and gives an account of how in the beginning there was no government revenue and no taxes, but when society developed 
“magazines must be provided, ships built, palaces and other public buildings erected and kept up, and consequently a public revenue levied. Ibid:530. There are many expenses necessary in a civilized country: “Armies, fleets, fortified places and public buildings, judges and officers of the revenue must be supported, and if they 
be neglected disorder will ensue.” Ibid:531. A land rent to serve all these purposes would be the most improper thing in the world. Smith then claims that all taxes may be considered in two divisions: taxes upon possessions (land, stock, and money) and taxes upon consumption. Subjects, therefore, can contribute to the support of the government through a land tax and/or a tax on commodities.. In Britain, except for the land tax, most  taxes are upon commodities. He discusses the advantages and disadvantages of these forms of taxation. It is easy to levy a tax upon land, but it is very difficult to lay a tax on stock and money “without very arbitrary proceedings”. Ibid.:532 The 
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land tax has the advantage that it is levied without great expense and tends not to raise the price of commodities, as it is raised in proportion to rent. Taxes upon possessions are naturally equal, but those upon consumption are naturally unequal. The advantage of taxes on consumption is 
that they are not felt, since they are, “being paid imperceptibly”. Ibid 533.  
The fifth book of Smith’s The Wealth of Nations (1976[1776]:341-440) is devoted to public finance. It includes a review of considerable length of fiscal practices of England and other countries. In it, he offered, according to Groves (1974:18), “a great deal of advice on these 
matters, advice which was taken seriously by ministers and parliament”. 205 In this exposition, he expands his treatment of taxation in his Lectures on Jurisprudence, for which Pufendorf 
(DJNG VII.ix.10 and VIII.v.3-7) was his major source.  Smith has both an extensive treatment of the sources of general revenue of the society and his principles of taxation. A society needs revenue for defence, for supporting the magistrates and for all other necessary expenses of government, for which the constitution of the state has not provided any particular revenue.  The revenue, which must defray all the expenses of government, is the cost of defending the society and supporting the dignity of the chief magistrate and all other necessary expenses. The revenue that will cover these expenses comes from one of two sources. Either it comes from some funds, which belong to the sovereign, or commonwealth, and which are independent of the revenue of the people or it comes from the revenue of the people.   He then goes on to treat the funds, or sources of revenue, which belong to the sovereign or commonwealth. Next, he asserts that the private revenue of individuals arises from three sources: rent, profit and wages, and those taxes must be paid from some or all of these sources. He then endeavours to give an account of the taxes that will fall on each of these sources and those taxes, which will fall indifferently upon all these sources of private revenue. Before Smith sets out to examine particular taxes, he informs his readers that many taxes are not ultimately paid from the sources of revenue, which they were originally intended. The reason, of course, is that market forces are at work. As an introduction, he finds it necessary to put forward four maxims that apply to taxes 
in general. These maxims are very close to Pufendorf’s principles of taxation expressed as the duties of the Supreme Sovereign (DJNG VII.ix.10). First, taxes should be “equal and equitable”. They should fall on individuals “like the expense of management to the joint tenants of a great estate, who are obliged to contribute in proportion to their respective interests in the estate”. Further, “the subjects of every state ought to contribute to the support of the government, as nearly as possible in proportion to their respective abilities; that is in proportion to the revenues which they respectively enjoy under the protection of the state”. Ibid:350. Smith, like Pufendorf, was a firm believer in proportionality in taxation and like Pufendorf (DJNG VIII.v.10) he supported a no tax or a minimal tax for poor people. Second, taxes ought to be certain and not arbitrary. The time of payment, the manner of payment, and the quantity to be paid ought all “to be clear and plain to contributor and every 
other person”. Otherwise, the taxpayer may be subject to extortionate administration. Smith claimed that the certainty of what each individual ought to pay is in taxation a matter of so great importance “that a very considerable degree of inequality, it appears, I believe, from the 
experience of all nations, is not near so great an evil as a very small degree of uncertainty”, 
Ibid 351. 
                                                          
205 Harold Groves Tax Philosophers, The University of Wisconsin Press, 1974. Groves has no references to 
     Pufendorf. 
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Third, taxes ought to be levied at the time or in the manner in which it is most likely to be convenient for the contributor to pay it. Taxes on land or houses should be payable when rents normally are paid. Taxes on consumable goods and on luxury items are finally paid by the consumer, when he has occasion to buy the goods. Ibid Fourth, taxes should be economical to collect so that they take out of the pockets of the people  ”as little as possible, over and above what it brings into the public treasury of the state“. There are four reasons why taxes might be contrary to this principle. First, the levying of taxes may require a great number of officers, which have to be paid. Second, the taxes may obstruct the industry of the people. Third, the forfeitures and other penalties that tax evaders should have paid are not, in fact, paid since it ruined them, and hence no tax revenue is generated. Fourth, subjecting taxpayers to frequent visits and odious examinations by the tax collectors has a dampening effect on people’s spirits and energy. Although this is not, strictly speaking, an expense it is certainly equivalent to the expense. Ibid 351. 
The clues and allusions to Pufendorf’s treatment of taxation in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium are strong. Smith uses his four maxims on taxation and starts a comprehensive examination and evaluation of particular taxes, with examples from various political systems and different countries also using an historical context. His thoroughness in this exposition is impressive.  From this discussion it should be clear that Adam Smith used Pufendorf’s writings on political economy when he wrote his two books and when he held his lectures on jurisprudence at the 
University of Glasgow. Pufendorf’s position in the history of economic thought should therefore be well established.   
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Part V: How Could Pufendorf Be Overlooked? 
In this investigation references have been made to many authors who have recognized 
Pufendorf’s importance as a natural law or moral philosopher and his influence on many of his descendants. However, it is a fact that very few of these authors are economists, economic historians or historians of economic thought. The question why Pufendorf has been ignored by most authors of textbooks on the history of economic thought or by writers of books and articles 
concerned with Adam Smith’s predecessors is not an easy one to answer. The objective of this part is twofold. The first objective is to analyze and evaluate to what extent Pufendorf has a place in textbooks of philosophy and in textbooks on the history of economic thought. The second objective is to survey a few books and articles concerned with 
the origin of classical economics, or more specifically with Adam Smith’s sources, and investigate to what extent Pufendorf is considere a source.  Chapter 17. The Bedevilled Historians  
It has previously been determined that Pufendorf in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium 
employed an eclectic method in which he defended man’s ability to understand reality and to draw conclusions on the basis of observations from the reality of life. This ideal, or to put it more exactly, this method of philosophy is used by him to develop his natural law theories, among them his theories of political economy. However, his way of reasoning was challenged.  At the end of the 18th century the German philosopher, Immanuel Kant from Königsberg, East Prussia, lectured, researched and wrote on philosophy. Kant is considered one of the most influential critics of the natural law philosophy of the Enlightenment. Andreas Aure, in his article Hugo Grotius – Individual Rights as the Core of Natural Law (2014:70), contends that Kant in his famous tract on international law, Zum Ewigen Frieden (Perpetual Peace) from 1795, scorned Grotius, Pufendorf and Vattel206, calling them miserable comforters because no state or ruler cares about their arguments.  
More damaging to the natural law tradition, however, was Kant’s denial of the 
possibility of making inferences from empirical reality or nature. Kant’s major work, Kritik der reinen Vernuft (Critique of Pure Reason), which was first published in 1781, made him famous and he gained a tremendous influence on the development of philosophy. He claimed that: 
“Jeder philosophische Denker baut, sozusagen, auf den Trümmern eines anderen sein eigene 
Werk” (Every philosopher built his work, so to speak, on the ruins of someone else’s work).207 Kant built on the apprehension that man does not have the faculty to comprehend reality and to draw conclusions from it. This view was in opposition to Pufendorf’s, who, as mentioned, 
defended man’s ability to understand reality and to draw conclusions on the basis of observations from the reality of life.  
Unfortunately, Kant’s view had a tremendous impact on the development of philosophy, on the writings on the history of philosophy and unfortunately also on the writings of the history of economic thought.  The Bedevilled Historians of Philosophy 
                                                          206 Emerich de Vattel (1714-67), a Swiss philosopher and legal expert, known for his work Droit des gens; ou,       Principes de la loi naturelle appliqués à la conduite et aux affaires des nations et des souverains (The Law   of Nations or the Principles of Natural Law Applied to the Conduct and to the Affairs of Nations and of   Sovereigns) from 1758. He was strongly influenced by the German philosopher, Christian Wolff (1679-   1754), who again was a follower of Pufendorf.   207 Kant, Immanuel (1923:25) Gesammelte Schriften, band 9, Berlin.  
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Richard Tuck (1987) in his article: The ‘modern’ theory of natural law claimed that it is a familiar observation that late eighteenth century Europe witnessed, with the views of Kant and his followers, “one of the greatest revolutions which have ever occurred in the writing of 
philosophy”. Ibid:100. He boldly states: “that the survival of the post-Kantian history into our own time has proved a great barrier to a genuine understanding of the pre-Kantian writers”. In his opinion, the character of this revolution is best appreciated by contrasting two works on the history of philosophy: first, Johann Jacob Brucker’s (1796-1870) Historia criticae philosophiae (Critical history of philosophy) from 1742-44 (second edition in 6 volumes 1766) 
and second, Johann Gottlieb Buhle’s (1763-1821) Geschicte der neuern Philosophie (History of recent Philosophy) in six volumes from 1800-1805. Both authors were recognized academics, Brucker was a parish minister and a member of the Academy of Sciences at Berlin and Buhle a professor at Göttingen, Moscow and Brunswick. Their works were written to help philosophy students but, as noted by Tuck, both found a wider European audience. The structure and content of these two works are, however, startlingly different. 
In Brucker’s history, the first modern writers are the French thinkers Michel de Montaigne (1533-1592)208 and Pierre Charron (1541-1603),209 because they were “undogmatic 
investigators”. Brucker’s hero, according to Tuck, was Grotius, since he produced, in his De jure belli ac pacis, a new system of ethics and advanced “open eclecticism”. In Brucker’s story, Grotius was followed closely by John Selden, then Hobbes and, last but not least, Pufendorf. Brucker points “to the strength of Pufendorf’s genius, the clearness of his discernment, the 
accuracy of his judgment, and the variety and depth of his erudition”.210 He ends it with a 
thorough discussion of Pufendorf’s main natural law work, De jure naturae et gentium from 1672. 
A different story is told in Buhle’s history of philosophy. He does not attempt to write a history of modern moral philosophy as a whole. The opposition of two schools, which are 
described as ‘realists’ and ‘idealists’, he asserts, characterized modern philosophy. According to Tuck (1987), these schools are ‘empiricism’ and ‘rationalism’. They have, in his opinion, 
“bedevilled the history of philosophy ever since”. Grotius, who was fundamental to Brucker’s account of the modern theory of ethics, is treated with “dramatic contempt”by Buhle. Ibid:101. Pufendorf is put off with a short life history and a brief description of the content of his abridged De officio. In his article, Tuck argues that it is in Buhle’s account that we find all subsequent general works on the history of philosophy. Tuck continues: “Grotius and Pufendorf have never re-emerged to take up places of honour in the history of modern philosophy. If they are mentioned, it is as late examples of scholasticism, and their modernity, which so impressed Brucker, is not 
taken at all seriously.” Ibid. He concludes that a broader range of insights will be available to us once the post-Kantian history of morality is replaced with the pre-Kantian one. “The moral theories of the late seventeenth- and eighteenth-century natural lawyers constituted, in many ways, the most important language of politics and ethics in Europe, influential over a huge area and in a wide variety of disciplines.” Ibid. 119. Jerome B. Schneewind (1987), in his article Pufendorf’s place in the history of ethics, agrees with Tuck that Pufendorf was treated as a major figure in eighteenth century writings on the history of ethics but unfortunately is “largely forgotten by moral philosophers today”.  
Ibid:123. As an example, he points first to a work by Christian Garve (1742-99), Ubersicht der vornehmsten Principien der Sittenlehre (Overview of the principles of moral philosophy) from 1798. Here Grotius is seen as the first modern philosopher. Pufendorf, as his follower, is treated 
                                                          
208 Michel de Montaigne is acknowledged as a significant philosopher of the French Renaissance. He is      recognized as embodying the spirit of freely entertaining doubt. 209 Pierre Charon was a French Catholic theologian and philosopher. He was one of Montaigne’s disciples. 210 In W. Enfield (1837:625). The English translation of Buhle (1744). 
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at greater length. Schneewind then turns to Karl Friedrich Stäudlin (1761-1826)211 and his Geschichte der Moralphilosophie (History of Moral Philosophy) from 1822, which he calls the first modern treatment of the history of ethics. Pufendorf is only given a page or two, as a follower of Grotius. Schneewind concludes, “and that much, or less, is all that those interested in moral philosophy have gotten about him from their historians ever since“.212 Ibid:151. This unfortunate situation Schneewind wants to change - Pufendorf should be rescued from oblivion because knowledge of him is necessary if we wish to understand the history of ethics. Tim J. Hochstrasser (2000) in his book, Natural Law Theories in the Early Elightenment, adds another writer W.G. Tennemann (1761-1819) with his Geschichte der Philosophie (History of Philosophy). He claims that they [Buhle and Tennemann] only give extended discussions and summaries to those philosophers who have produced philosophical systems. In their works, “there is no discussion of eclecticism for the simple reason that its very principles disqualify it. It does not conform to the epistemological system-building that these historians are looking for.” Ibid:214. Pufendorf therefore has just a tiny place in their expositions. The Hochstrasser view has been supplemented by Knud Haakonssen (2004). In his The History of Eighteenth-Century Philosophy: History or Philosophy?, he notes that “Samuel Pufendorf and Christian Thomasius, have not only been taken seriously as philosophers but have commonly been written out of the history of philosophy altogether, a process that had already begun with the Wolffian takeover of the German universities and has continued ever since. Ibid:14.  The famous German philosopher, Georg Wilhelm Friederich Hegel (1770-1831), should also be mentioned in this context since he has had a huge impact on how the histories of philosophy have been taught. Hegel was not only a great philosophical thinker. He was also a committed teacher, who had a firm idea of how to teach philosophy properly. Furthermore, he cherished the value of philosophy, not just to philosophers but also to society and culture as a whole. Philosophy was in his opinion the most important element in a liberal education. His lectures on the history of philosophy were delivered not to academic philosophers, but to students. On this topic, he lectured students at the University of Jena 1805-1806, the University of Heidelberg 1816-1817, and the University of Berlin from 1819 to 1830.  Unfortunately, Hegel gave little attention to the philosophers who had been neglected by the Kantians. The reason was that, in his opinion, their thinking was insufficiently systematic. The eclectics were pre-eminent in this regard. In his Vorlesungen über die Geschicte der Philosophie (Lectures on the History of Philosophy) published after his death, 1833-36, the natural law philosophers Grotius, Hobbes and Pufendorf are given respectively one, five and one page.213Locke astonishingly dominates with twenty-three pages. However, it should be 
mentioned that Hegel had a low opinion of Locke’s empiricism and eclecticism. Hegel believed 
that Locke’s empiricism essentially denies the importance of metaphysics, and he also expressed only contempt for the eclectic tradition. Ironically, as Hochstrasser (2000:219) has pointed out, Hegel was “more than a little influenced by it [eclecticism] in the course of his education in the history of philosophy.”  
                                                          
211 Karl Friedrich Stäudlin was for 36 years’ professor of theology at University of Göttingen. He wrote on      church history, moral theology and moral philosophy. On moral philosophy, he was a follower of Kant.   212 Schneewind points to several writers of the history of moral philosophy that ignore Pufendorf. 213 Georg Wilhelm Friederich Hegel: Vorlesungen über die Geschicte der Philosophie (Lectures on the History       of Philosophy).  Herausgeben von Gerd Irrlitz. Textredaktion von Karin Gurst.Verlag Philipp Reclam jun.        Leipzig 1971. Diese Vorlesungen sind  bisher volständig nur in den Micheletschen Ausgaben ersschienen. 3       Bände; 1. Auflag, 1833-36. Der Geschichte der Philosophie Dritter Teil Neure Philosophie. Zweiter        Abschnitt. Periode des denkenden Verstandes. Erste Kapitel: Periode der Metaphysik. B. Zweite Abteilung 1.       Locke 23 seiten. 2. Grotius 1 seite. 3. Hobbes 5 seiten. 5. Pufendorf 1 seite und 6. Newton 2 seiten. 
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 A generation later, the German Historian Christian Ueberweg published in 1868 his massive multivolume opus Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosphie (Outline of the History of Philosophy), where he made do with merely nine lines for Pufendorf - in the chapter Leibniz und gleichzeitige Philosophie und deutsche Philosophen des 18. Jahrhundert (Leibniz and contemporary Philosophy and German Philosophers in the 18th century).214 Ibid:120. Here it should be mentioned that there was another, but related explanation why the philosophy of natural law was brought into discredit and almost disappeared for more than hundred years, i.e., the positivists and their followers, the Marxists. In the previous mentioned Montesquieu and the Philosophy of Natural law Mark Waddicor (1970:ix) claims that the philosophy of natural law has “suffered a fate that could hardly have been envisaged in the seventeenth and the eighteenth century exponents of its universalities and eternity; it has become old-fashioned.” He contends that the positivists and the Marxists have been happy “to throw eternal morality out of the window, confident that some magic temporal harmony would 
eventually follow Progress in by the front door.” Although their hopes may not have been fully realized, they did succeed in discrediting natural law.  Furthermore, Waddicor emphasized that what is often not appreciated is the extent to which we have adopted the tenets of the philosophy they despised, both in the fields of politics and in the field of personal and social ethics. This was what Barbeyrac called ‘la science des 
moeurs’ and which the positivists rechristened ‘social science’. Although we live in a world whose freedom is largely a result of the popularization of the philosophy of natural law, and whose conscious and unconscious standards are a result of that philosophy as it became combined with Christianity, the doctrine of natural law is largely forgotten or badly understood. However, Waddicor hoped that in view of the present trend toward a more balanced view of the Enlightenment the time had come for a less prejudiced and detailed study than 
hitherto have been attempted of Montesquieu’s debt to the philosophy of natural law. Only then could his contribution to the history of ideas be properly assessed. Ibid:x. In an article, Some natural confusions about Natural Law, Philip Soper (1992:2343) acknowledges a recent resurgence of interest in natural law, in both moral and legal theory. In 
legal theory, the return of natural law is a viable “challenger” to positivism. In moral theory, however, the focus has been on natural law as “a potential guide to fundamental question of 
morality or public policy”. Natural law has been assigned the role of a challenger to the reigning orthodoxy, rather than that of a defending champion. Again, Tuck (1987:99) in his article argued that the revolution in the writings of the history of philosophy, caused by Kant and his followers, almost eliminated the natural law philosophers, including Pufendorf, from the history of philosophy textbooks. What is not so familiar, he continues, is that the writing of the history of philosophy which was transformed 
about two hundred years ago “has remained in its new form ever since”. However, there are some optimistic signs. During the last twenty to thirty years it looks as though a new breed of philosophers has rediscovered the natural law writers and particulary Pufendorf. An increasing number of articles and books have been published where natural law, as it was presented by Grotius, Hobbes and Pufendorf, is given both a comprehensive and a systematic treatment. Hopefully, this will be reflected in future history of philosophy textbooks.   The Bedevilled Historians of Economic Thought It is probably not only the historians of philosophy that have been bedevilled, in the sense that the natural law philosophers in general and Pufendorf in particular has been eliminated or reduced to what can be almost characterized as a footnote in their history of philosophy 
                                                          
214 Christian Thomasius received only a few more lines and Christian Wolff is given half a page (1868: 121). 
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textbooks. This seems also to be the case with authors of textbooks on the history of economic thought.  A collection of forty-five textbooks on the history of economic thought, which have been published since 1882, has been investigated. The purpose of this investigation was to reveal to what extent authors of such textbooks are aware of Pufendorf’s contributions to political economy and furthermore of the influence he had on Montesquieu, Rousseau, Locke, Hutcheson and Smith to just mention a few.215  The first book examined was Jérome-Adolphe Blanqui’s, History of Political Economy in Europe from 1882. It has no reference, what soever, to Pufendorf. The second book is O. 
Fred Boucke’s The Development of Economics 1750-1900, from 1921. This book, which has an extensive bibliography, discusses Hobbes and Locke and quotes the German natural law philosopher Samuel Rachel (1628-91), who in 1676 actually wrote an early imitation of Pufendorf.216 Pufendorf is only mentioned together with Althusius, Grotius, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Burlemaqui, and Vattel, who “each and all expounded Naturalism”. None of 
Pufendorf’s books are included in the otherwise comprehensive bibliography.  In his The Development of Economics from 1933, William Scott mentioned Pufendorf in one sentence together with Grotius, Hobbes, Locke, Hume, and Hutcheson as early modern philosophers. However, there are no discussions of their influence. Edmund Whittaker in his A History of Economic Ideas from 1940 has no references, at all, to Pufendorf. Neither Eduard Heimann with his History of Economic Doctrines, nor William K. Hutchinson with his History of Economic Analysis both published in 1945, nor Frank Amandus Neff in his Economic Doctrines from 1950, nor Frank H. Knight in his On the History and Method of Economics from 1956, mentions Pufendorf. John Fred Bell in his A History of Economic Thought from 1953 has one sentence in which Pufendorf appears as the first representative of rationalistic thought and modern enlightenment.  There is no discussion at all of his possible influence on his predecessors.  A history of economic thought book that has been and is still used as a reference book 
or encyclopaedia by many economists is Joseph Schumpeter’s History of Economic Analysis from 1954. Pufendorf was, according to Schumpeter, merely a follower of Grotius, but went much further into economics and should be remembered for his price theory. Schumpeter (1954:182-185) praised the performance of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations although he did not have a high opinion of his analysis. He wrote:  “We know already that the skeleton of Smith’s analysis hails from the scholastics and the natural-law philosophers: besides lying ready at hand in the works of Grotius and 
Pufendorf, as it was taught to him by his teacher Hutcheson. … But no matter what he actually learned or failed to learn from predecessors, the fact is that the Wealth of Nations does not contain a single analytical idea, principle, or method that was entirely 
new in 1776.”  
Schumpeter’s treatment of Pufendorf is scanty but flattering. It is therefore surprising and strange that historians of economic thought have not expanded on his writings. Robert Lekachman in his A History of Economic Ideas from 1959 points to Sir Willian Petty (1623-87), Sir Dudley North (1641-91), Locke, Richard Cantillon (1680-74), Hume, Hutcheson, Mandeville and the Physiocrats as forerunners of Smith. “The much maligned mercantilists had contributed to his knowledge. Even the cynical Mandeville, in his Fable of 
                                                          
215 This is the author’s collection of textbooks on the history of economic thought supplemented by some       textbooks owned by friends and colleagues. 216 Rachel, S. (1916[1676,Vol.2:8]: On the Law of Nature and Nations, 1676, edition of Carnegie Institution of      Washington, D.C.:”Since man is constituted by nature a social animal, and it is his peculiar task to live       according to reason ………. .” 
207  
the Bees, must have suggested Smith’s guiding principle of self-interest, however little he 
relished Mandeville’s form.” Ibid:101. Pufendorf is not mentioned at all.  The same is true for Robert Heilbroner who, in his The Worldly Philosophers from 1961, 
mentions many who had approached Smith’s “understanding of the world”: Locke, Sir James Steuart (1713-1780), Law, Mandeville, Petty, Cantillon, Quesnay, and Hume are among them, but not Pufendorf.  It is rather surprising that Warren B. Catlin, who in his The Progress of Economics: A History of Economic Thought from 1962, recognizes that there were several “independent 
souls” during the century or more proceeding 1750, both in England and on the Continent, who must have somehow influenced Smith, and who extensively discuss “self-interest” and 
“altruism” as modes of human behaviour. Catlin does not include Pufendorf or any of the other natural law philosophers in his discussion. Ibid:138. There is, however, one writer “whom 
Smith’s indebtedness was seemingly greater than to any of those … mentioned.” Ibid:143. He supports the earlier mentioned Hazel Roberts and points to the French magistrate Pierre de Boisguilbert. Ibid:144.  Günther Schmölders in his Geschichte der Volkswirtschaftslehre (History of Economics) from 1962 has found no place for Pufendorf, nor has Shri Krishna Srivastava in his History of Economic Thought from 1965. Marian Bowley in her study in the History of Economic Theory before 1870, from 1973, 
points to the fact that Hutcheson, his teacher, made Smith familiar with Pufendorf’s work in general and in particular, the influence he and the Schoolmen had on Smith’s price theory. “I 
shall, argue presently that Adam Smith’s Glascow Lectures and The Wealth of Nations can be 
regarded as a direct attempt to develop Pufendorf’ implications [in his price theory] and that 
Adam Smith can properly be regarded as in the direct line from the Schoolmen.” Ibid:95. However, she does not discuss this further. Barry Gordon, in his Economic Analysis before Adam Smith from 1975, has no reference to Pufendorf. Nor does Luis Dumont who in his From Mandeville to Marx: The Genesis and Triumph of Economic Ideology, from 1977 contends: “It is widely admitted that the central theme of Adam Smith, the idea that self-love works for the common good, comes from Mandeville.”Ibid:63. Emery K. Hunt in his History of Economic Thought: A Critical Perspective, from 1979 also has no reference to Pufendorf..  Robert Nisbet, in his History of the Idea of Progress from 1980, claims that Hutcheson’s attacks, in class, on the doctrine of Mandeville were “bound to send Smith to the book and to 
its easily comprehended and memorable argument.” Ibid:188. Furthermore, Nisbet argues that to some slight degree the Mandevillian thesis can also be found in The Theory of Moral Sentiments although this book, in much larger parts, is “a reflection of Hutcheson’s stress on 
altruism and cooperation as the building blocks of social order.” However, in The Wealth of Nations we find “the Mandevillian theme of self-interest as the only reliable mainspring of human behaviour and society at large.” He quotes the famous passage “It is not from the 
benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker........”, and conclude: “In sum: “private 
vices, public benefits.”Ibid:189. Nisbet just mentions Pufendorf in his section about Rousseau 
and then again together with Hobbes and Locke. No account of Pufendorf’s ideas and natural law writing, which includes political economy, can be found in his book. Henry William Spiegel in his The Growth of Economic Thought, from 1983, claims that the idea of laissez-faire came early to Smith and might have been stimulated by his training in natural law at Glasgow College between 1737 and 1740, where he read Grotius as well as 
Pufendorf’s De Officio; “which Hutcheson used as a text in his moral philosophy course”. Spiegel claims that: “The idea of laissez faire came early to Smith, but it is an open question 
whether and to what extent it was stimulated by his training in natural law at Glasgow.” Ibid:232. He did not think that Smith found much ‘food for thought’ in Pufendorf. Smith probably 
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assimilated the natural rights idea in the Lockean version rather than“…in the incomplete form 
given to it by Pufendorf”. Although Smith could “…have found other provocative thought in Pufendorf, for example, in the latter’s ideas about usefulness and scarcity as determinants of economic value, he made no use of them and instead embraced the Lockean labour theory of 
value”. Ibid:232.  Neither Hans Brems in his Pioneering Economic Theory, 1630-1980, from 1986, nor John Kenneth Galbraith in his A History of Economics the Past as the Present, from 1987, have a single word about Pufendorf.  Terence Hutchison in his thorough analysis, Before Adam Smith: The Emergence of Political Economy 1662-1776, from 1988 tries, once and for all, to kill the myth that Adam 
Smith is the founder of economics as a science. He shows us how Pufendorf’s formulation of economic concepts in his natural law analysis were passed on to Smith, through Carmichael and Hutcheson, and how they in addition, were passed on to Auguste Walras (1801-66), and so to his son Léon Walras (1834-1910), through Jean-Jacques Burlamaqui. Ibid:100. In his 
postscript, Hutchison reminds us of Walras senior’s question: “Why has it [the natural law theory] not already passed into the writings of economists?” Hutchison declares that: “The English classics must surely bear most of the responsibility for this burial, while the role of the first – though not sole – gravedigger must surely be assigned to the author of The Wealth of 
Nations”. Ibid:378.  Hutchison also claims that a crucial advance in the development of economics took place “when the foundations were laid for a more profound, comprehensive, systematic case derived from a more fundamental, philosophic view of the nature of man”. Ibid 100. This case was, according to him, developed by Boisguilbert in France and soon after by Mandeville in England. However, Hutchison points out that the common sources for their views were the, earlier mentioned, French moralist Pierre Nicole and, to a lesser extent, the legal philosopher Jean Domat. It is therefore surprising that Hutchison, who has a comprehensive treatment of 
Pufendorf’s theory of value, totally overlooked Pufendorf’s theory of human behaviour based on self-interest and sociability, and his other doctrines of political economy. It is these theories that not only Nicole and Domat, but also Mandeville and Boisguilbert, must have been familiar with and built on. Charles E. Staley in his A history of economic thought from Aristotle to Arrow from 1989 mentioned in a sentence that the seventeenth-century writers, Grotius and Pufendorf, explained that market demand in its most mature form meant ability to pay, and in turn passed this idea on to Smith. Neither Takashi Negish with his History of Economic Thought from 1989, nor  Robert B. Ekelund & Robert F. Hébert in their A History of Economic Theory and Method from 1990, nor Hector Estrup in his Nogle grundtræk af den økonomiske teoris udvikling (Some essential features of the development of economic theory) from 1991, nor Ingrid Hahne Rima in her Development of Economic Analysis from 1991, nor Eric Roll in his A History of Economic Thought from 1992, nor Harry Landreth & David Colander in their History of Economic Thought from 1994, nor E. Ray Canterbery in his The Literate Economist. A Brief History of Economics from 1995, mentions Pufendorf. Although Rima (1991) claims that:  
“Grotius’s secularized version of natural law was especially significant in regard to defining the natural rights that reason demonstrates as belonging to individuals by virtue of their humanity. These are the inalienable rights that cannot be abrogated by 
law and which John Locke later formulated as the ‘right to life, liberty and property’”. Ibid:30.   
No treatment of Pufendorf’s ideas can be found Murray Rothbard in his Economic Thought before Adam Smith from 1995, discusses the 
natural law philosophers and among them Pufendorf’s influence on the Scottish Enlightenment. 
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However, when it comes to Pufendorf’s writings on political economy, only his price theory is mentioned. In his Economic theory in retrospect from 1997 Mark Blaug wants to develop “…a history of economic thought from Adam Smith to John Maynard Keynes – well, actually from David Hume to Milton Friedman”. Ibid:30. He stresses the natural law philosopher’s role as intermediaries of scholastic doctrines. Grotius and Pufendorf are in his account, however, given only one sentence, but this sentence is an important one: “There can be no doubt that scholastic doctrines were transmitted to Adam Smith by way of the seventeenth-century natural-law 
philosophers, Hugo Grotius and Samuel von Pufendorf.” Ibid. However, he claimed that their influence should not be overemphasized.  
“One may doubt, therefore, whether recent work on scholastic economics required a revision of the history of economic thought prior to Adam Smith. The Schoolmen may have contributed ideas that passed through Grotius, Locke and Pufendorf to Francis Hutcheson and Adam Smith, but we are hardly justified for that reason in following 
Schumpeter’s reduction of mercantilism to a mere by-current in the forward march of 
economic analysis.” Ibid:31. 
Lionel Robbin’s in his A History of Economic Thought, The LSE lectures from 1998 does not mention Pufendorf.217 Daniel Fusfeld in his popular text-book The Age of the Economist, from 1999, mentions Grotius, Hobbes and Locke but not Pufendorf. Neither Henrik Preben Perresgård in his Økonomisk Teorihistorie (History of Economic Theory) from 2000, nor Stanley L. Brue in his The evolution of economic thought from 2000, nor Ernesto Screpanti & Stefano Zamani in An outline of the history of economic thought, from 2005, nor Agnar Sandmo in Economics Evolving. A History of Economic Thought, from 2009, nor Lars Pålsson Syll in Ekonomisk Doktrin Historia (History of Economic Doctrines) from 2011, have any references to Pufendorf.   
Dennis Patrick O’Brien in his History of Economic Thought as an Intellectual Discipline, from 2007, quotes Cannan (1896), who says that “Jevons enumeration of the 
qualities of money had been anticipated long before by Pufendorf”218 Otherwise is Pufendorf not mengioned. In their A Short History of Economic Thought, Bo Sandelin, Hans-Michael Trautwein and Richard Wundrak from 2008, briefly claim that Adam Smith was well acquainted with the thoughts of the philosophers of natural law. He had been influenced by their ideas via Grotius and Pufendorf. Ibid:20. They also mention that the paradox of value first touched by Plato, reappeared in Pufendorf. Ibid:24. The fact that Pufendorf quotes Plato in his De Jure Naturae et Gentium when he presents the paradox is not recognized. In a new edition from 2009 of William J. Barber History of Economic Thought, originally published in 1967, Pufendorf is not mentioned. Alessandro Roncaglia in her The Wealth of Ideas. A History of Economic Thought from 2009 mentions that both Pufendorf and Hutcheson wrote on price, but there is no further discussion. 
From this investigation of forty-five textbooks on the history of economic thought it can be concluded that the authors of thirty-one do not mention Pufendorf at all. These are Blanqui (1882), Whittaker (1940), Heinemann (1945), W. Hutchison (1945), Neff (1950), Knight (1956), Lekachman  (1959), Heilbroner (1961), Catlin (1962), Schmölders (1962), Srivastava (1965), Gordon (1975), Dumont (1977), Hunt (1979), Brems (1986), Galbraith (1987), Negishi 
                                                          
217 In his book The Theory of Economic Development in the History of Economic Thought from 1968 he writes:      “Adam Smith, who … took so much from Mandeville in his analysis of the general interconnection of self-       interest and mutual benefit.” Ibid:46. 218 O’Brien (2007:202), E. Cannan. (1896:196n) [Ed.]: Lectures on Justice, Police, Revenue and Arms, Delivered      in the University of Glasgow by Adam Smith. Claredon, Oxford. 
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(1989), Ekelund & Hébert (1990), Estrup (1991), Rima (1991), Roll (1992). Landreth & Colander (1994), Canterbery (1995), Robin (1998), Fusfeld (1999), Brue (2000), Perregaard (2000), Screpanti & Zamani (2005), Sandmo (2006), Barber (2009) and Syll (2011).  The authors of seven books: Boucke (1921), Scott (1933), Bell (1953), Nisbet (1980). 
Blaug (1997), O’Brien (2007) and Roncaglia (2009), mention Pufendorf’s name only in passing.  Another six, Schumpeter (1954), Bowley (1973), Spiegel (1983), Staley (1989), Rothbard (1995), and Sandelin et al. (2008), find it worthwhile to attach some importance to Pufendorf. Schumpeter (1954), for example, claims that Pufendorf should be remembered for 
his price theory. Bowley (1973) claims that Smith attempted to develop Pufendorf’s price theory further. Spiegel (1983) is of the opinion that Pufendorf might have had some influence on Smith, or more precisely that Smith could have gained something if he had paid more attention to his views, particularly with respect to his theory of value. However, he stops with this comment. Staley (1989) mentions in one sentence that Grotius and Pufendorf might have passed on to Smith that market demand required ability to pay. Nothing more is said. The author of only one, out of the forty-five textbooks in this survey, has to some extent 
discussed Pufendorf’s important role in the history of economic thought. Terence Hutchison (1988:99) claims that Pufendorf deserve a significant place in the history of economic thought. He asserts, “the natural-law doctrines expounded by Pufendorf, comprising ethics, law politics and economics, amounted to a comprehensive theory of society”. However, surprisingly he, as 
mentioned, only gives an account of Pufendorf’s theory of value.   From this study four conclusions can be drawn. First, not one of the surveyed forty-five textbooks gives a comprehensive exposition of Pufendorf’s writings on political economy. 
Second, that Samuel Pufendorf’s writings on political economy, and his importance as a predecessor of, for example Locke, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Hutcheson, and not at least Smith, is not generally recognized among the authors of these textbooks. Third that most authors of 
such textbooks might have bedevilled, to use Richard Tuck’s (1987) expression, the history in 
the way they have overlooked, underrated or downplayed Pufendorf’s possible influence on Adam Smith, and his importance for the development of modern political economy. Fourth, of the nine textbooks published in this century six do not mention Pufendorf at all. Two mention his name in the passing. Only one, Sandelin et al, finds it worthwhile to attach some importance to him and his works on political economy. This is, of course, unfortunate since most students of the history of economic thought get their first introduction by reading textbooks.    
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Chapter 18. Have Economists Overlooked Pufendorf?     It is clear from the investigation in the previous chapter that almost all authors of textbooks on the history of economic thought have neglected Pufendorf. His influence on, Adam Smith, has for example, only rarely been brought up. However, it is not possible from this fact to draw the conclusion that he has been forgotten by all or most economists that are engaged in exploring 
the sources of Smith’s thought. It might be that their writings on the importance of Pufendorf’s contributions to political economy and his influence on Smith, for reasons unknown, have not yet been discovered by thiese authors, and have therefore not been incorporated into, textbooks on the history of economic thought. In the 240 years that have passed since Smith published his The Wealth of Nations in 1776, many books and thousands of commentaries and articles have been published about the 
origin of classical economics and the different aspects of Smith’s writings. It is beyond the scope of this project to examine all these books and articles. The more limited purpose of this chapter, is to examine a sample of prominent books that have been searching for the origin of classical economics. This examination will determine to what extent these authors recognize the importance of the natural law tradition for the development of political economy. 
Furthermore, it will assess whether they are aware of Pufendorf’s contributions to political economy and his impact on Smith.  In addition, a sample of articles will be investigated. The Wood collection has been 
choosen. It consists of 225 articles, which were concerned with Smith’s writings. The purpose 
here is to examine to what extent these articles discuss Smith’s predecessors and, if so, whether they recognize that Pufendorf had an important influence on Smith’s writings.  Books Examining the Origin of Classical Economics In 1937, Edgar A. J. Johnson published his book entitled Predecessors of Adam Smith. The Growth of British Economic Thought. He makes it clear that he does not pretend to survey the whole body of British economic thought before Smith. Ibid:16. In the major part called New attitudes towards new problems he surveys the economic thought of a series of what he 
considers to be Smith’s most important British antecedents: John II Hales (1516-72) the humanist, Gerard de Malynes (1586-1641) the dogmatist, Edward Misselden (1608-54) the critic, Thomas Mun (1571-1641) the strategist, William Petty (1623-87) the experimentalist, Nehemiah Grew (1641-1712) the scientist, Charles King (16??-17??) the propagandist, David Hume (1711-76) the synthetist, Malachy Postlethwayt (1707-67) the publicist and Sir James Steuart (1688-1766) the political economist. In Johnson’s otherwise thorough discussion of these important contributors to economic thought there is no discussion of the natural law tradition and its influence on British economic thought. Hugo Grotius is briefly mentioned, but there is no discussion of his contribution to natural law. There is amazingly not a single reference to Samuel Pufendorf or to his Scottish followers - Gershom Carmichael and Francis Hutcheson. 
William Letwin, in his The Origins of Scientific Economics from 1963, starts his 
preface with: “The popular notion that Adam Smith invented economics has always discomfited those historians of economic thought, who like true historians feel a strong urge to 
trace things back to their utmost beginnings.” Ibid:i. The important question is how far back in the history of mankind should we investigate the origin of economics. Letwin claims that a scientific theory must be a system produced by an act of invention. “There can be no period when a science is partly in existence: someone either has or has not brought together into an orderly whole enough principles and effects to qualify as a science, however rudimentary and 
fallacious.” Ibid:viii. In the case of economics, he contends that the connection between its fundamental principles and their logical implications were not set down until the end of the 
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seventeenth century. “Before 1660 economics did not exist; by 1776 it existed in profusion.” 
Ibid:ix.   Letwin then goes on to claim, rather arrogantly, that it would seem quite natural that the invention should have taken place at the end of the seventeenth century, and in England, “since 
seldom has a community been so fervently interested in both trade and science”. Ibid. He then discusses first what he calls the old style, in which he included: Sir Josiah Child (1630-99) the merchant economist, and Nicholas Barbon (1640-98) the projector. Thereafter the new style, with an introduction called Science and objectivity in the seventeenth century, To the new stile he included: John Collins (1625-83) mathematician and economist, Sir William Petty philosopher and economist, John Locke philosopher and economist, and, finally, Sir Dudley North (1641-91) a deductive theorist.  In his treatment of John Locke contributions Letwin discusses the influence natural law had on him. He contends that: “The doctrine of natural law, with its fusion of scientific principle 
and moral standard, Locke carried over into economics”. Ibid: 176. However, there are, strangely enough, no references to the most important of the natural law philosophers Grotius and Pufendorf. The fact established in a previous chapter that Locke was the first on the British 
Isles to use Pufendorf’s natural law works, and he used it extensively, has been overlooked by Letwin.  Letwin ends his account with the following expression: “All the efforts of seventeenth and eighteenth century economic writers culminated in the Wealth of Nations.” Ibid:216. Adam Smith incorporated everything useful that these writers provided. When they left something out, Smith accomplished it. However, it was partly due to luck that placed him at that moment when all the materials lay ready at hand. According to Letwin Smith was a scholar and a university professor, but there is no recognition that Smith could have been influenced by other professors and teachers when he was a student, e.g. his ‘never to be forgotten professor 
Hutcheson’ at Glasgow or Pufendorf, the author of some of textbooks he had to study.  William L. Taylor in his book Francis Hutcheson and David Hume as predecessors of Adam Smith from 1965 starts his account by telling us that Smith “fused together with original ideas of his own, the theories of some of his predecessors and developed a comprehensive analysis 
of the growth of the national economy”. Ibid:8. He reexamines and repeats Smith’s indebtedness to several authors. He claims that: “Behind Smith stood several authors from whom he obtained many points and ideas. The works of Pufendorf carried great weight with Smith, as they had 
previously with Francis Hutcheson. Pufendorf’s ideas had been conveyed to Adam Smith by his teacher at Glasgow Francis Hutcheson.” Ibid:8. He continued: “Although Pufendorf‘s economic sections are few, they are of considerable importance in tracing the antecedents of some of 
Adam Smith’s views.” Ibid.  Instead of imagining that Smith went directly to Pufendorf’s major natural law work, which he had access to, he states: “Pufendorf’s doctrines reached Adam 
Smith via the teaching of Hutcheson.” Ibid: 25-26. 
Taylor compares the composition of Hutcheson’s A Short Introduction with Smith’s Lectures on Jurisprudence and the Wealth of Nations. He finds a close relationship and concludes: “At first sight, it would appear that there was little conceptual similarity on economic questions between Hutcheson and Smith. But this is misleading since the differences are mainly those of arrangement and presentation of material.” Ibid:22. Hutcheson’s discussion 
of ‘natural liberty’ Taylor found as coming “very near to being an outline of Smith’s central 
thesis of ‘laissez-faire’ in the Wealth of Nations.”. Ibid:43-44. Thereafter, Taylor points to the “very close parallelism” between Pufendorf and 
Hutcheson and the fact that Hutcheson’s treatment of value is “almost identical” with that of Pufendorf, “as sharpened and developed” by Carmichael. He concludes: “Although 
Hutcheson’s analysis of value is not outstanding for any marked utility analysis, it was a 
213  
forerunner of Marshall’s well-balanced, dual, ‘both-blades-of the-scissors’ approach.” Ibid:66. Hutcheson emphasized, as did both Pufendorf and Carmichael before him, the vital relationship 
of scarcity and value. He stressed that “some sort of use, must be ‘a natural ground of all value 
or price,’ understanding by ‘use’ something very similar to the modern concept of utility”. 
Ibid:67. Taylor concludes that Smith’s analysis of these issues can be traced directly to Hutcheson. He sums up: “Hutcheson prepared the way for Hume and Smith, for without his pioneering teaching and discussion the dissemination and general acceptance of their ideas would have taken much longer. Preceding Hume and Smith, Hutcheson’s work is worthy of the 
highest possible praise.” Ibid:127. Taylor’s final conclusion is “that Francis Hutcheson took over almost in whole, from Carmichael, the economic ideas of Pufendorf and, in the course of time, passed them to Adam Smith”. Ibid:128. 
However, Taylor’s analysis is based only on a comparison between Pufendorf’s theory 
of value as it is presented in his “student edition” De Officio and Hutcheson’s Introduction to Moral Philosophy and his A System of Moral Philosophy. It looks like Taylor is not aware of 
Pufendorf’s extensive treatment of value and other subjects of political economy in De Jure Naturae et Gentium and that Smith had direct access to this work. Pufendorf could therefore 
have been Smith’s primary source. Where Hutcheson’s system is “badly arranged”, as 
described by Taylor, the earlier investigation indicates that Pufendorf’s system is much clearer and that the relationship with Smith is therefore much closer.  It is unfortunate that Scott and Taylor did not realize that Hutcheson extensively used and, in many cases, just copied Pufendorf. It is a fact that the books by Scott and Taylor have had a preponderate influence on later writings on Hutcheson and Smith. Their authority has been very strong and the interpretation of their conclusions has unfortunately been that Smith built on 
Hutcheson and that Hutcheson took over Carmichael’s ideas. The fact that Carmichael used 
Pufendor’s De Officio in his teaching, and that Hutcheson continued this practise is barely mentioned.  Milton Myers attempts in his study, The Soul of Modern Economic Man Ideas of Self-Interest Thomas Hobbes to Adam Smith from 1983, to answer the question: Who is to be charged with influencing the ideas of the classical economist? He searched for those ideas that gave birth to the body of classical economics in the first place. In other words, he tries to find the answer to a problem that had been challenging some of the best minds in moral philosophy for almost a century before Adam Smith, namely the relationship between self-interest and the public welfare. Myers contends that classical economics was a product of this quandry, “as it was 
intensively investigated by the philosophical predecessors of Adam Smith.” Ibid:23. He then goes on to describe these investigations and to show how self-interest, which he calls the soul of modern economic man, developed into an acceptable and highly commended 
drive for modern man. Myers starts with Thomas Hobbes’ doctrine of self-interest as a prime mover among the various motives in natural man. This very harsh doctrine in which Hobbes saw human beings as destructive animals, created a heated debate. However, Myers sees only the English debate and does not make any attempt to describe this as an integral part of a broader European debate.  Myers starts with the strong opposition to Hobbes from the Cambridge Platonists, particularly Bishop Richard Cumberland. The Platonists argued that we are born with moral ideas, but this was not enough for Cumberland who, in his 1672 book De Legibus Naturae, claims that moral law is derived from the laws of nature and natural law is made known to us through our senses and by our daily experience. Though Cumberland is not clear about the meaning of benevolence, he sees it as the predominant motive behind men’s actions. 
Cumberland’s views on benevolence include, according to Myers, self-interest, but only in a 
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moderate and controlled sense. Benevolence includes many kinds of peaceful interaction among men and men are first and foremost social beings.  The next writers who, according to Myers, advanced and consolidated certain of 
Cumberland’s insights into self-interest are the aforementioned Joseph Butler and the third Earl of Shaftesbury. Shaftesbury was, as earlier mentioned, tutored by Locke, who emphazised the ideas of Pufendorf. With his major works published in 1711 under the title, Characteristics of Men, Manners, Opinions, Times, Shaftesbury is considered the founder of the moral sense theory. His theory is based on the belief that the character of man contains an innate sense that enables him to distinguish right from wrong. Myers finds that while Shaftesbury is critical of 
the doctrines of Hobbes, he saw as a more serious threat Locke’s attack on innate ideas. Self-interest is, for Shaftesbury, an innate motivator in man. However, man also has another main strong motive, which is as natural as self-interest: namely, his sense of fellowship. Man is a creature whose dependence on social life is great. According to Shaftesbury, there is a harmonious balance between these two motives; they are both an integral part of the whole. The connection to Pufendorf is not recognised by Myers. 
Furthermore, Myers contends that Butler takes Shaftesbury’s conclusion and explores it in more detail. Shaftesbury claims that man’s interest in himself and society were two separate powers in the mind. Butler finds that these motives not only work in a coordinated manner but that each blends largely into the other. The two motives are under control and supervision of a 
third, which he calls “conscience”. Butler separates the personal intentions of an individual during acts of self-interest from the larger social effects of these acts. The individual is an unknowing tool of nature in furthering the greater social ends of society. Butler, therefore, 
according to Myers, clearly anticipates Adam Smith’s famous invocation of the “invisible 
hand”. Together with Shaftesbury and Butler, Myers includes Alexander Pope (1688-1744). He was one of the most read poets and satirists in the period following the restoration of the monarchy in 1660. In his most popular poem, An Essay on Man completed in 1734, he also addresses the question of the driving forces behind human behaviour. To Pope, self-love and social love are the same.219 Before ending his story with Smith, Myers also treats two other groups of lesser-known writers. The first group saw parallels between the forces of self-interest and gravity that illustrated how self-interest, like gravity, produced order in the manner of a moral gravitation. The second group saw the great economic implications of self-interest for the creation of a better society.  Such an economy must be productive and it must allow man to exercise his natural motives. This could be reached through a simple economic principle, the division of labour.   Although it is surprising, we have to accept that Richard Cumberland had not seen 
Pufendorf’s Elementorum Jurisprudentiæ Universalis from 1660 when he published his major work, De Legibus Naturae, in 1672. Barbeyrac, the French translator and editor of both Pufendorf and Cumberland, indicates that this is the case.220 However, it is unthinkable that the 
other predecessors of Smith in Myers’s analysis did not have a thorough knowledge of 
Pufendorf’s ideas, since they were not only well known but an integral part of the philosophical foundation that British scholars, who took part in the philosophical debate in the early 17th century, based their thought on. 
                                                          
219 Alexander Pope (1734): Essay of Man. Edited by Mark Pattson, Oxford 1932. Epistle III “Nor think, in      NATURES STATE, they blinded trod; The State of Nature was the reign of Good; self-love and social at her      birth began, Union the bond of all things, and of Man”. 220 De Legibus Naturae (1672) translated into English and published by John Maxwell as A Treatise of the Laws      of Nature (London, 1727). Translated into French and published with extensive comments by Barbeyrac       (Amsterdam, 1744). Barbeyrac writes in his introduction dated 1743 that this work should be put next to      Grotius and Pufendorf because their works form a complement and supplement each other. In Barbeyrac’s      comments we find many references to both Grotius and Pufendorf. 
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Given the rather ambitious title of Myers book, it is puzzeling that his outlook is solely on the British tradition. What is stirring on the Continent is of no concern to him in his inquiry. There are no references to any of the continental natural law philosophers. Hobbes is seen as totally isolated from European philosophy. It is surprising and hard to believe that Pufendorf is 
not mentioned at all in Myers’s otherwise comprehensive analysis  Richard F. Teichgraber III in his book ‘Free Trade’ and Moral Philosophy. Rethinking the Sources of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations from 1986 contends, in his preface, that most 
‘modern readers’ have come to see “the Wealth of Nations as a giant machine assembled to drive home a very easily understood point – namely, the view that self-interested pursuit of gain, unregulated by legislation or popular prejudice, ensured the greatest benefit to society.”  It was Hutcheson, Teichgraber points out, who first instructed Smith in the philosophical meanings of morality, politics and economics. Ibid:29. Smith’s view that morality is a matter of 
the proper orchestration of our passion, a phenomenon he described as ‘propriety’, is derived 
from him. Hutcheson used the notion of a ‘moral sense’ to show that moral judgments were not primarily matters of reason or self-love. The central elements of Smith’s account of politics, his explanation of rights, his theory of property, and his notion of justice, also had their immediate 
source in Hutcheson’s lectures on natural law theories of government and jurisprudence. When Smith himself started to lecture, his responsibilities included the very same courses in natural law theory that Hutcheson had taught him in 1737-40. In short, like Hutcheson, Smith at the outset of his career conceived himself as a moral philosopher, a practitioner of that 
‘commanding art’ that brought views on ethics, politics and economics into one final and harmonious system. Ibid:30. 
Historians of economic thought have not failed to emphasize that Hutcheson’s economic discussions were very fragmented. His longest on Values of Goods and Commerce, and the nature of Coin in his A Short Introduction to Moral Philosophy was only slightly more than eleven pages. Teichgraeber does not mention that Hutcheson built very closely on, and almost copied, Pufendorf. It is also clear and should be emphasized that Teichgraber only used 
secondary sources in his discussion on Pufendorf’s influence. 
It was Pufendorf, Teichgraeber claims, “who developed, far more elaborate than any previous natural law thinker, a theory of political obligation based on the notion of a social 
contract”. Ibid:61. Pufendorf argued, as Grotius, Hobbes and Selden had, that a sovereign ruler 
“was the exclusive political representative of society”. Ibid. However, he based his absolutism on substantially different notions of how individuals came to accept the authority of the ruler.  
He argued that men consent “over time” to the establishment of a state and that they did this by means of two contracts and a decree. Teichgraber claims that this succession of arguments was for Pufendorf a logical demonstration of how originally free and rational individuals must gradually organize themselves into a single political order under one authority. Ibid:62. Yet that authority was founded only in part on the natural rights of its subjects. Pufendorf also stressed that the passage from liberty to authority had created a nexus of new obligations to others that 
must be correlated with natural rights. In his view a ‘right’ was not (as Hobbes had argued) simply a power of doing whatever was necessary for one’s self-preservation. It also included 
‘some moral effect, with regard to others, who are Partners with men in the same Nature.’ (DJNG 
III.v.3). In Hobbes’ world, where originally each individual was free to obstruct another as each of them pursued private interests, there simply were no rights. Pufendorf argued that the equality of men in the state of nature implies that a man is free to use a thing for his private purpose only when he has gained the consent of others. Put another way, any right entails a definite obligation to someone else. While Pufendorf, Teichgraber contends, was hailed by contemporaries, as a loyal follower of Grotius, his argument here clearly undercut the radicalism of the Grotian view of 
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rights as an expression of each individual’s exclusive right to use the world for his private purposes. This point in fact was made explicitly in De Jure Naturae et Gentium when Pufendorf denied the existence of private property rights of a Grotian kind in the state of nature. A 
‘compact of men, whether tacit or expressed’, he wrote, was necessary for men to take exclusive possession of things. (DJNG iv.iv. 3-4).  In his chapter on Adam Smith, Teichgraber declares that if the main object of inquiry is the broader spirit and purpose of Smith’s work, “the predominant intellectual influence must be traced back to the Glasgow moral philosophy curriculum that Smith studied at the feet of 
Francis Hutcheson”. Ibid:123. The fact that Hutcheson used Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook when Smith was his student and that he urged all his students to explore the sources is not mentioned by Teichgraber. Pufendorf is not discussed and not seen by him as a direct source for Smith.  Donald Rutherford in his book, In the Shadow of Adam Smith. Founders of Scottish Economics 1700-1900 from 2012, mainly investigates Scottish and a few English predecessors of Smith, in spite of the fact that he admits that some of their ideas were imported. ”Remarkable as many Scottish authors were, there was a limit to home-grown knowledge in so small a country: some ideas had to be imported. Through reading and European travels, they received new ideas.” 
Ibid:2. However, in Rutherford’s book there are no investigations into what kinds of books they were reading. Furthermore, only a few continental authors are mentioned and no one is seriously discussed as predecessors of Smith. Pufendorf is mentioned four times, Montesquieu six times, and the Physiocrats eight times. None of their books are listed in the primary or secondary bibliography.  
Rutherford claims that one of the reasons for Smith’s lasting appeal and interest is that: 
“The self-interest and not selfishness is the very foundation of his edifice of thought; it is the important driving force in real life, ethically positive and of social benefit under definite conditions. Self-interest is a matter of empirical observation and not of ideology or 
abstraction.” Ibid: 57-58. The great motive for exchange is self-interest, which is often called self-love. This is famously connected with Adam Smith because of his, much quoted, opinion that by pursuing their self-interest participants in markets promoted the public good. In his discussion, Rutherford does not seem to be aware of the fact that Pufendorf emphazised self-interest as the primary driving force in human behaviour.   In his discussion of value, Rutherford claims that lengthy debates seem to skirt the simple and obvious truth that value is merely a price determined by demand and supply and that this idea had a long ancestry. Carmichael provides a crucial link between Aristotle, Grotius, Pufendorf, and Hutcheson. Referring to Taylor (1965), he claims that Hutcheson followed 
Carmichael’s notes on Pufendorf. However, Rutherford has missed the fact that Hutcheson in his writings on moral philosophy, which included political economy, built very strongly on 
Pufendorf’s natural law works and in many cases just copied him. 
According to Rutherford, the division of labour is, central to Smith’s account of economic growth. Social life made the division of labour into a cooperative form of production based on free labour. Here Rutherford mentions that Pufendorf, in his De Officio, pointed out that we have great comfort through the aid of others.  Rutherford concludes that Smith’s basic principles-- that self-interest is the primary force in the actions of man, that a natural order exists, and that every individual struggles for his own best, will also give the best result for society - does not come from Hutcheson. However, he does not consider, that it might have come from Pufendorf.  
This investigation has found no books that have looked seriously into Pufendorf’s writings on 
political economy as a fundamental source for Smith’s works. The literature Smith had to study, 
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as a student both at Glasgow and at Oxford, seems for many to have no relevance in understanding the provenance of his lectures and the books he wrote.    The Wood Collections As noted earlier there are literally thousands of articles discussing different features of Smith’s economic thought. It is also reasonable to assume that many of these articles also discuss 
Smith’s predecessors and the major sources of his writings. Unfortunately, it is not possible to draw even a small sample of all these articles. However, to shed some light on this issue, all 
articles concerned with Smith’s writing in the so-called Wood collections from respectively 1984 and 1994 have been investigated.  John Cunningham Wood edited two series entitled ‘Adam Smith: Critical Assessments’. The first series, published in four volumes in 1984, contains 150 articles. The second, published in three volumes in 1994, contains 75 articles, making 225 articles in all. According to the 
editor’s preface, these articles present a detailed overview of analytical writings on Adam Smith from contemporary sources through to the present day, which was 1994. These volumes do not set out to reproduce all articles written on Adam Smith. However, the editor claims that the articles have been carefully selected so as to reproduce: (i) all the articles considered seminal to the profession, (ii) articles most useful to the historians of thought, contemporary economists and policy-makers, (iii) those articles which, in total, yield a comprehensive account of Adam 
Smith’s life, thoughts and economics and (iv) only those article from professional journals published in English.  An investigation into these Wood articles shows that in 50 out of the 225 articles, the 
authors discuss both Smith’s predecessors and their influence on his work, or they mention some of them by name. However, out of these 50, there are amazingly 36 where the authors do 
not mention Pufendorf’s name at all. Of the remaining 14, there are six who mention 
Pufendorf’s work only in passing, and five who only treat his contribution as superficial.  There are only three articles, Jeffrey Young (1985), Enzo Pesciarelli (1986), and Jeffry 
Young and Barry Gordon (1992), that seriously discus Pufendorf’s contribution to some aspects of political economy together with his influence on Adam Smith. Jeffrey Young, in his 1985 article Natural Price and Impartial Spectator: A New Perspective on Adam Smith as a Social Economist begins by discussing Smith’s theory of human behaviour and the relation between The Theory of Moral Sentiments and The Wealth of Nations. Then he explicitly introduces the impartial spectator concept into the discussion of value and distribution in The Wealth of Nations. Last, this re-interpreted “Smithian” theory is viewed, relative to other theories of value in the history of thought, as a unique, humanistic version of the just price.  
There is no discussion of how Smith’s theory of human behaviour was influenced by his predecessors in general and Pufendorf in particular. Young argues against the popular view 
that Smith inherited a subjective theory of value and largely substituted for it a ‘cost of 
production’ theory of value. His interpretation “leads to the conclusion that the natural price may be viewed as a general rule of justice, making the natural price a standard of justice in 
exchange and in distribution. This suggests a strong comparability with the just price. … That there is such a strong correlation should come as no surprise when one considers the concept of natural price Smith inherited from Pufendorf”. Enzo Pesciarelli, in his 1986 article On Adam Smith’s Lectures on Jurisprudence, first 
compares the jurisprudence section of Hutcheson’s System of Moral Philosophy with Smith’s corresponding treatment in his Lectures on Jurisprudence. Pesciarelli concludes that there is “a 
remarkable similarity [between Smith’s Lectures and] the corresponding order followed by 
Hutcheson”. Thereafter, he compares it with Pufendorf’s treatment in De Officio and De Jure Naturae et Gentium and concludes, “the order of treatment in Hutcheson’s System strictly 
follows Pufendorf”. In this regard, Pesciarelli emphasises this point by quoting from Taylor 
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(1965) two elements in Pufendorf’s works with respect to their deep influence on the Scottish thinkers: “the subordination of jurisprudence to ethics, and the attempt to ground human laws 
in the observation and analysis of the observed characteristics of human nature”. Pesciarelli 
also stresses that there is direct evidence that Hutcheson’s students, of whom Adam Smith was 
one, were trained to use the main sources directly. Those sources included both Grotius’ De Jure Belli ac Pacis and Pufendorf’s main natural law work De Jure Naturae et Gentium. Both works could be found in the Glasgow University Library, when Adam Smith was a student. In their 1992 article, Economic Justice in the Natural Law Tradition: Thomas Aquinas to Francis Hutcheson, Jeffrey Young and Barry Gordon start by claiming that “there was a decided movement following the bicentennial of the publication of The Wealth of Nations to broaden the agenda of Smithian studies”. Historians have, in their opinion, begun to pay 
attention to Smith’s concern with justice. This has “evoked renewed interest in certain of 
Smith’s intellectual antecedents who may have played a part in shaping his ideas. But whose 
influence has remained a matter of relative neglect in modern scholarship”. The purpose of their paper is to begin to examine the evolution of ideas on just price and market value from St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) to Francis Hutcheson. These authors believe that Scholastic economic analysis, which might have influenced Smith, “was almost certainly derived chiefly from that which was taken up in the Protestant 
natural law tradition”. Pufendorf has much more to offer than Grotius “by the way of economic 
analysis”. There were elements in Pufendorf’s analysis of just price which “might be accounted 
novel and which look forward to Smith’s treatment of price”. The authors thereafter analyse Hutcheson’s writings on the same issues. They begin by stating that Hutcheson explicitly acknowledges his debt to Pufendorf, “thus showing the filiations of ideas from the Protestant 
natural lawyers to Smith”. However, they claim that an examination of Hutcheson’s indebtedness to Pufendorf reveals the important role of Carmichael in transmitting the natural 
jurisprudence tradition to the Scottish universities. “Probably because of Carmichael’s elaboration of Pufendorf, Hutcheson is no mere reporter of his celebrated predecessor, and 
there are distinctive features in his economic issues”. They mention that Hutcheson explicitly uses the term “demand” but do not mention that it was Carmichael who introduced the word, in brackets, in his Comments, which otherwise were written in Latin. Then they turn to Smith and the issue of a linkage between his thoughts and the Scholastic/natural law tradition. In their conclusion, they put him into the lineage of the Scholastic position and that of Hutcheson. The authors of these three articles recognize that Pufendorf was a predecessor of Adam Smith. In particular, they point to his theory of value. Although Pesciarelli stresses that there is direct evidence that Smith was trained to use the main sources directly, there is no thorough discussion of how he used Pufendorf in his writings.   From this investigation, it can be concluded that most authors of articles in the Wood collections 
concerned with Adam Smith’s predecessors had not, at the time of their writing, read Pufendorf, and they did not know or did not believe that he could be considered an important predecessor of Adam Smith. Only a few recognize his general importance and note that his theory of value 
might have influenced Smith. However, no one discusses how Pufendorf’s theory of human behaviour or other writings on political economy might have influenced Smith.  Since the time of the publication of the second Wood collection in 1994, numerous 
articles have been published that also touch on Smith’s predecessors. However, it does not look 
probable that many of them have discovered Pufendorf as one of Smith’s major sources. To cite just one example. In 2006 Leonidas Montes and Erik Schliesser edited a book entitled New Voices on Smith. The book contains 15 articles on Smith. The authors were supposed to discuss his sources and influence, moral theory, economics and knowledge.  Not one single reference to Pufendorf is found in any of these articles. 
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From these inquiries into some books and articles that have explored Adam Smith’s sources the conclusions can be drawn that there are only a very few that seriously have looked at Samuel Pufendorf as a source for Adam Smith. The discoveries of these few have unfortunately not yet reached the textbooks on the history of economic thought.   
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Part VI: Conclusion 
 
It has been the purpose of this investigation first to give an account of Samuel Pufendorf’s life and remarkable career. Second to outline and explore in some detail his contribution to natural law and political economy. Third to make an enquiry into the diffusion of his writings on political economy to the most recognized scholars of 18th century Europe. The most important in this context is Adam Smith.  Finally, to shed some light on the puzzling question of why he is almost forgotten.  
Chapter 19: Pufendorf the Grandfather of Political Economy  Pufendorf was born in Saxony in 1632. He studied at University of Leipzig, Jena and Leiden. In 1660, he published his first natural law book Elementorum Jurisprudentiae Universalis in The Hague. A book that he had written when he for almost eight months was unjustly imprisoned in Copenhagen. This book started a remarkable career. He was invited to University of Heidelberg as a professor of natural law. After eight productive years, he moved to Sweden and became professor primaries in natural law at the newly established University of Lund. Here he published in 1672 his major natural law work De Jure Naturae et Gentium, in eight volumes and the year after an abridged version, De Officio Hominus et Civis, in two small books.  This ‘student edition’ became a ‘best seller’. It made natural law famous and it became a textbook when new chairs in natural law was established at numerous universities across Europe.   In 1677, the University of Lund was closed, because of a new outbreak of warfare between Denmark and Sweden, and Pufendorf was forced to move to Stockholm. Here he 
became Royal historiographer and counsellor at the king’s court. In Stockholm he concentrated on the writing of history books using the archives. However, in 1688 he published a largely extended and major revision of his De Jure Naturae et Gentium. He also published an essay where he energetically advocated freedom of conscience and religion. After nearly 12 productive years, he accepted an offer of a similar position at the court of Brandenburg-Prussia and moved to Berlin. New productive years, writing history books and an essay on the consensus and dissention among Protestants followed. He advocated tolerance and union among the different creeds. He died in 1694 after a strenuous return journey from Stockholm where he had been elevated into the Swedish aristocracy and made a baron.  
In Hugo Grotius’ famous work De Jure Belli et Pacis from 1625 some elements of political economy can be found. However, it was not until his successor Pufendorf published his natural law works, that political economy was established as an integral part of natural law. His doctrines of political economy are an integral part of his natural law or moral philosophy, as it was later transformed into. First he presents a detailed exposition of the method he uses. Thereafter he develops his doctrine or theory of human behaviour. In this theory, self-interest and sociability are the driving forces. This theory is also the basis for his other theories of political economy: the theory of property and the four-stages of economic development, the theory of value, money and trade, the foundation of states and council decisions, and finally the division of state powers and principle of taxation. In the development of his doctrines of political economy, Pufendorf as an eclectic, collected what the Greek, the Romans and the philosophers of the 14th, 15th and the 16th century had written about these subjects. In addition, he actively used the Bible, the Koran and the Roman Law. He analysed and amalgamated all these ideas and thoughts with his own view on the nature of man, into a comprehensive integrated system of natural law, with political economy was an important part.  
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Pufendorf’s ‘student edition’ De Officio rapidly gained popularity. It became an international best-seller and was translated into seven European languages and published in more than 150 editions. Due to his increasing fame as a major European Scholar and the popularity of De Officio, natural law including his doctrines of political economy became university subjects. Chairs in natural law were established at almost all Protestant and even some Catholic 
universities across Europe. Pufendorf’s doctrines of natural law and political economy were spread not only across Europe but also to North America. He therefore had a huge impact on the European Enlightenment.  He earned himself a reputation as a one of the foremost European scholars of his time. Almost all scholars knew and considered his opinion when they formulated, developed and presented their own ideas.   From this investigation, it is clear that Pufendorf was one of the most eminent scholars in the hundred-year period that began around 1680. In this period, scholars and students who were interested in jurisprudence, ethics, and political economy, would in all probability have a good grasp of his ideas. It was these economic and political theories that, through Pufendorf’s natural law works, were transmitted across Europe and North America. His ideas of natural law, including political economy, were taken over and used extensively by the most important British and French philosophers. This can be established, in spite of the fact that the 18th century European writers very reluctantly gave their readers any information about the sources they used. This in sharp contrast to Pufendorf, who in his major natural law work had 400 names on the reference list. His exposition has an overwhelming amount of quotations.   This inquiry has established that John Locke was the first scholar of any importance, 
not only in Britain but also on the continent, who actively used Pufendorf’s natural law works when he developed his own theories. He had early managed to secure a copy of Pufendorf’s first natural law work, which he used when he taught natural law at Oxford in the beginning of 
the 1660’s and later when he developed his own doctrines of political economy.   In France many philosophers used Pufendorf’s works as a major source when they developed their own doctrines. It started with the moralist Pierre Nicole, the legal philosopher 
Jean Domat and the magistrate Pierre de Boisguilbert. The allusions to Pufendorf’s self interest and sociability are strong in their writings. Jean Barbeyrac, had a very important role in the diffusion of natural law and political economy through his translations from Latin to French of 
Pufendorf’s works. Charles-Louis Montesquieu used Pufendorf’s natural law works when he wrote his discourses and De l’Esprit des lois. He used Pufendorf’s doctrine of human behaviour, he summarizes his four-stages theory and is inspired by his theory of money. Pufendorf’s natural law works were Jean-Jaques Rousseau’s primary source. The allusions are particularly strong when he discusses how private property develops in people’s minds. Denis Diderot as the chief editor of the Encyclopedie was an admirer of Pufendorf and used his work when he wrote his articles. Sometimes he just copied him. The Physiocrats with their leader Francois 
Quesnay claimed that political economy was the science of natural law. Pufendorf’s ideas was therefore appreciated and used in the milieu of the Physiocrats.  It is not known why Gershom Carmichael, at the University of Glasgow, selected 
Pufendorf’s De Officio as a textbook in his moral philosophy class at the end of the 1690’s, but 
Locke’s recommendation of Pufendorf’s natural law works might have been a decisive factor. When Francis Hutcheson took over the chair in moral philosophy in 1729, he continued Carmichaels practise and used De Officio as a textbook. It is clear from Hutcheson’s works on moral philosophy that Pufendorf was his major source. Some parts of his writings were just 
copied from Pufendorf’s natural law works. This is particularly the case when he writes on topics of political economy.     
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When Adam Smith matriculated at University of Glasgow in 1737, he became one of 
Hutcheson’s students in his moral philosophy course. Here he became acquainted with 
Pufendorf’s writings on political economy. Hutcheson urged his students to investigate the sources of the works he referred to in his lectures. Smith also went on with his study of 
Pufendorf’s works when he moved with a Snell Exhibition scholarship to Balliol College at University of Oxford. Returning to Scotland, after six years, he continued his studies, which 
also included natural law and political economy. It is clear that he used Pufendorf’s doctrines of political economy extensively when he prepared his freelance lectures in Edinburgh. He 
continued using Pufendorf’s natural law works in general and his writings on political economy in particular when he became professor at the University of Glasgow, and taught his ordinary courses in moral philosophy and jurisprudence. This inquiry has established that Adam Smith 
had Pufendorf’s natural law works ready at hand when he held his Lectures on Jurisprudence and when he wrote his Theory of Moral Sentiments and his The Wealth of Nations. It is clear that Pufendorf was, if not his major source, at least one of his major sources.   
With so many famous scholars using Pufendorf’s natural law works it is an enigma why he is almost forgotten. This inquiry points to the tremendous effect Emanuel Kant had on the development of philosophy. He and his followers eliminated the natural law philosphers, including Pufendorf from the history of philosophy. An anonymous referee has claimed that everyone knew Pufendorf and his contribution to the history of economic thought. An investigation into 45 textbooks on the history of economic thought proves that this is not true. The same result follows from an analysis of 225 articles in the so-called Wood collection.  
It was the diffusion of Pufendorf’s natural law, including his doctrines of political economy through the popularization of his De Officio, which laid the foundation for the progress of political economy in the eighteenth century. This investigation claims that Pufendorf’s contribution to political economy is of such importance that while Adam Smith unquestionably is considered the father of modern political economy, Samuel Pufendorf deserves to be remembered as the grandfather.    Mark Blaug (1997) has, in his book Economic Theory in Retrospect, quoted Glenn R. Morrow (1895-1973), who in a lecture, at the sesquicentennial commemoration of Smith’s The Wealth of Nations at the University of Chicago, told of someone who acutally read the whole volume: 
“Once upon a time there was a man who read the Wealth of Nations; not a summary, not a volume of selected passages, the Wealth of Nations itself. …… Now, of course I may have 
exaggerated somewhat. There probably never was any such man”.  It is hoped that as a result of this investigation, in the not-too-distant future, historians of economic thought will not only 
read Adam Smith’s works but also Samuel Pufendorf’s natural law works in general and in particular his doctrines of political economy.    
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